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IN EXPLANATION

When the Academy of Music in Philadelphia was taken
under lease, in the autumn of 1920, for a term of years
by a group of public-spirited citizens, it was for the pur- .
pose of acquiring the guilding so as to dedicate it to the
public goo%. Its sixty-three years of service had given
the Academy a wonderful history in which every Presi-
dent of the United States since Franklin Pierce had
figured: practically every great orator, artist, and dis-
tinguished publicist in the United States and every
illustrious visitor from foreign lands had appeared on
its stage.

It was determined to recreate the Foyer in the build-
ing into a beautiful auditorium of intimate size which
would serve as a Public Forum. In discussing this proj-
ect with Colonel Edward M. House, he expressed his
conviction that the time had come to tell the American
public, for the first time, the inside story of the Peace
Conference at Paris. It was decided that instead of
following the customary method of publishing the ma-
terial, it should be first spoken in a series of talks to be
given in the Academy Foyer and thus the idea of dedi-
cating the room as a public forum would be launched.
Fifteen of the most salient subjects of the Conference -
were selected, and fifteen of the most authoritative
speakers chosen, and a series of fifteen weekly talks
explaining ‘“What Really Happened at Paris” was
announced. Tickets were sold only for the entire series, -
and when the first talk was delivered every seat in the
auditorium was sold to the most intellectually distin-
guished audience ever brought together in Philadelphia.

The series was given under the auspices of The Pbila-
delpbia Public Ledger, and 1t was arranged that each
talk should be sent out in advance of delivery to the

v



vi IN EXPLANATION

subscribing newspapers of the United States and Europe
of its syndicate for simultaneous publication the mornin
after its delivery in the Academy Foyer. By this method,
the word spoken in Philadelphia reached, the following
morning, a world audience.

On l;‘grida.y evening, December 10, 1920, the first talk
was delivered and the series was continued for fifteen
consecutive weeks. Each talk was limited to one hour;
and was followed by a half-hour questionnaire, givin
those in the audience who desired the opportunity to as
any relevant question not covered in tﬁe speaker’s talk.
Each talk began promptly at half after eight o’clock,
when the doors were closed and no late-comers were
admitted, insuring uninterrupted attention for the
speakers. By this method the sessions never exceeded,
in time, an hour and a half.

The talks were successful from the first. No series of
such length on one subject extending for fifteen weeks
had ever been attempte({ in Philadelpﬁia, and some mis-
givings were felt as to the sustaining public interest; the
result proved that never in the history of Philadelphia
had a series been given in which not only had the interest
been sustained, but had constantly deepened.

Epwarp W. Bok
President
The Academy of Music Corporation.

Philadelphia, March, 1921,



FOREWORD

The voice of the United States during the memorable
Conference at Paris in 1918-19 finds its first compre-
hensive and authoritative expression within these pages.
Here is told, by those who sat in conference day by day
with the heads of states, the story of the negotiations
which brought about the Peace with the Central Empires.
Here are the facts and not the rumors and gossip picked
up like crumbs from a bountiful table, and which many
put into books in order to meet the hunger for informa-
tion concerning one of the momentous events in history.

The final decisions rested with others, but these de-
cisions were largely based upon facts and opinions fur-
nished by those who tell the story of “What Really
Happened at Paris.” The narrators do not always agree
as to the value of the results, nor in their estimates of
the men who brought them about, but this lends an
interest to the account which it could not otherwise
have.

There were great and complex characters at this
gathering of the world’s foremost men, and there is a
wide difference of opinion as to their purposes and their
mental and temperamental equipments. Statesmen, sol-
diers, men of the sea, artists, financiers, and writers of -
all kinds and sorts touched elbows with one another.

The settlements to be made were interwoven with every
vii
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human interest, and brought the best from every land
to participate in or advise as to the final adjustment.

There were some who towered above their fellows, and
these became centres of groups from which policies and
opinions radiated. Wilson, Clemenceau, Lloyd George,
Orlando, Paderewski, Venizelos, Smuts, Makino, and
Wellington Koo were among the statesmen having dis-
tinct and enthusiastic followers. Clemenceau stands

out the clearest-cut figure of them all. No doubt or
" mystery surrounds him. He fought in peace as he fought
in war, openly, intelligently, and courageously for his
beloved France. No one in that notable gathering had
so well within grasp the gift of accomplishment. He
inspired the affection of many—the admiration of all.

Paderewski and Wilson had about them something of
romance and spirituality lacking in others. The one had
gathered together the fragments of a broken kingdom and
had moulded it into a virile and liberty-loving republic.
He came as the spokesman of an ancient people whose
wrongs and sorrows had stirred the sympathies of an
entire world. This artist, patriot, and statesman awak-
ened the Congress to do justice to his native land, and
sought its help to make a great dream true. His fervored
eloquence brought about the renascence of Poland, and
added new lustre to a famous name.

Wilson, on the other hand, had aroused the conscience
and aspirations of mankind, and when he stood at the
peak of his influence and power, there was never a more
commanding figure, for he was then the spokesman

N
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of the moral and spiritual forces of the world. His work
at Paris was tireless and unselfish, and it was not until
he returned to America to render an account of his
stewardship that disaster overtook him, and wrecked the
structure built in co-operation with our allies with such
painstaking care. .

Until Wilson went to Europe he did not know how deep
and terrible were her wounds, or how close they came to
us. Until he could see for himself he could not realize
how a torn and distracted Continent was seeking help
from the only source from which help could come. If
there was ever need for a “Good Samaritan” surely
the time was then. He voiced the unselfish and coura-
geous spirit of America, and our hearts quickened as the
pent-up emotions of many peoples broke forth to do
him and our country homage.

But that day is gone, gone in that hour when we left
our task unfinished. It was a volte face for which we
have dearly paid in the world’s esteem. If our gallant
dead who lie beside their comrades in the fields of France
had done likewise at Chateau-Thierry and the Argonne,
we could not have reached our high estate. Never
before has a nation tossed aside so great a heritage so
lightly.

But even now there springs to life the faith that we
. may yet recover something of what we have lost, and if
this book can add to this purpose it will meet the hopes
and expectations of its authors.

Epwarp M. Housk.
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I
PREPARATIONS FOR PEACE

BY SIDNEY EDWARD MEZES

TuE INQUIRY

In September, 1917, five months after the United
States entered the war, Colonel House, at the request of
President Wilson, began to gather a body of experts to
collect and collate data that might be needed eventually
at the Peace Conference. The President felt that the
United States was especially in need of such specialists
at the Conference because of its traditional policy of
isolation and the consequent lack, in its governmen-
tal departments, of a personnel thoroughly conversant,
through intimate contact, with the inter-relations and
internal composition of the European and Asiatic powers
and their various dependencies. It was the desire of the
President that this work of preparation should be carried
forward with as Iittle publicity as possible (hence the un-
informing name), in order that premature expectations of
peace should not be excited and thus, to however slight
a degree, slow down the war-making activities of the
nation.

Mr. David Hunter Miller, of the New York bar, was
made treasurer of The Inquiry, and early in 1918 Mr.
Walter Lippmann, previously of the editorial staff of
the New Republic, was named secretary. Headquarters
were set up in the home of the American Geographical
Society, in New York, by courtesy of its board of trustees.

I



2 WHAT REALLY HAPPENED AT PARIS

Throughout the existence of The Inquiry it was under
the supervision of Colonel House, and was in close touch
with the Department of State and the President.

The first practical contribution of The Inquiry to the
problems of peace was made early in 1918, when the
President, through Colonel House, asked for a report on
the main outlines of an equitable settlement. This-
report, prepared by the director, treasurer, and secre-
tary, was the basis from which the President started in
formulating his Fourteen Points, which were later incor-
porated in the armistice conditions imposed on Ger-
many. This step on the part of the President fore-
shadowed his practice at the Peace Conference in Paris,
where the staff of The Inquiry, there known as the ter-
ritorial and economic section of the American Commis-
sion to Negotiate Peace, was called on for similar and
also for more detailed and responsible assistance through-
out the sessions of the Conference.

Two main tasks confronted The Inquiry, the delimita-
tion of its field of work and the selection and training of
its personnel. The United States had had no part in a
general peace conference, and both tasks were new to us.
Moreover, while it was clear that the Conference would
have to deal with settlements involving a large part of
the world, what issues would be dealt with in various
regions, and what regions would be excluded from con-
sideration was far from clear. And the isolation of the
United States and its lack of intimate interest in and
touch with other countries, especially in the eastern
hemisphere, left our government without any accumula-
tion of information and with too small and scattered a
trained personnel to deal with such information as might
be gathered. Great Britain, France, Germany, and, to a
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lesser extent, Italy had maintained close relations, as
their interests required, with other European countries,
with the Turkish Empire, with colonial Africa, with the
Far East, and with the Pacific Islands. Their foreign
and colonial services were made up of permanent em-
ployees who had lived in these regions, come in contact
with their officials and leading men, and in many cases
made reports on these lands and the peoples inhabiting
them. Moreover, travellers, traders, and scientists were
also available, and were intimately acquainted with those
lands and their peoples from personal observation and
investigation, and could correct the second-hand evi-
dence of books and published reports by first-hand
knowledge of eye-witnesses. No such resources were at
our command in this country. It was only recently that }
our diplomatic and consular services had been organized
on a permanent basis with secure tenure, and the incum-
bents in these services had dealt chiefly with govern-
ments and with business agencies, and had little training
or interest in questions of geography, history, ethnology,
economics, strategy, etc., that would be the chief con-
siderations at the Peace Conference. And few of these
regions had been visited more than casually, or studied
with any thoroughness by American travellers, traders,
or scientists.

It was natural, under these circumstances, and in
view of the uncertainties regarding the questions that
would be decided at the Peace Conference, that some
groping in the dark and some unnecessary work should
have been undertaken. It may be interesting and eluci-
dating to give a few instances in point.

Would South American questions be dealt with by the
Conference? It seemed improbable, but was not impos-
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sible, and if they should be included in the settlement
the United States would be expected to take a leading
part in their consideration. A careful study was there-
fore made of all South American boundary disputes, of
South American history, and of the land, the people,
and the economic resources and organization of South
America. None of this material was used at the Peace
Conference, though it has been and will be of value to
the Department of State.

Would Russian questions be dealt with by the Con-
ference? It was impossible to tell, but it seemed not
improbable during the first half of 1918. A systematic
study of Russia, especially along its western borders, was
therefore made—a study of agriculture, industry, rail-
ways, political habits and customs, racial affiliations, and
the like. Aside from the training the staff received from
such work, the material collected and the conclusions
drawn from it were of Iittle use at the Conference, for
Russia was not then and is not yet ripe for settlement.

Would Africa and the islands of the Pacific come up
for consideration? There we seemed to be on safe
ground. Undoubtedly they would, and much data were
collected for these regions—their geography, the simple
tribal organizations of their backward peoples, their
products and the value of these products to the great
powers, the customs of the natives, the history of the
dealings of European nations with them, and much else

~ that, it was thought, might be helpful. As it turned

out, these regions were considered by the Conference, but
the consideration was along such general lines of political
expediency and practicality that the detailed data col-
lected had Iittle bearing on the decisions reached.

As a final illustration, mention may be made of maps.
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Base maps were constructed for the whole of Europe and
the Near East, and for various sections of the continent
that would surely be involved in the settlements of the
Conference. In volume this was one of the largest under-
takings of The Inquiry, and it had educative value for
its staff, aiding, as it did, toward an understanding of the

most contentious regions the Conference had to consider. -

But at the Conference these maps were hardly used at
all. Some of the cases containing them were not opened.

The world series of millionth maps proved to be sufficient.

for all needs. They constituted a sort of international
currency, readily accessible, familiar to all participants,
and inexpensive.

But the bulk of the work of The Inquiry dealt with
Mittel Europa, indeed, with the distiacted areas of Cen-
tral Europe and the Near East on either side of the
much-heralded Hamburg-Bagdad Railway, stretching
from the North Sea and the Baltic to the Persian Gulf
and the Indian Ocean, and the data gathered proved to
be indispensable when the Conference met. And as the
spring and summer of 1918 advanced, the exact nature
of the data required grew clear. It became evident,
namely, that many kinds of information bearing on the
drawing of boundary-lines would be needed, and that no
information that did not bear on such settlements, ex-
cepting general economic information that would be
needed in drafting the economic clauses of the treaty,
would be of any value. In August, therefore, the staff
of The Inquiry was asked to confine its consideration to
such data, and soon thereafter the work clarified and
definite objectives were established. Only the regions
along or adjacent to probable boundary-lines were now
studied. Others could be dismissed from consideration.

/



6 WHAT REALLY HAPPENED AT PARIS

By the middle of October tentative boundaries for the
whole of Mittel Europa had been worked out, and in
November these were sent to Colonel House, who was
then in Paris, representing our government in the armi-
stice negotiations and the arrangements for the Peace
Conference that followed. In January, 1919, a “Black
Book,” illustrated by maps, was prepared for our pleni-
potentiaries, laying down and discussing revised boun-
daries; and in February, after conferences with our col-
leagues of other delegations, a “Red Book,” with further .
revision, was '‘made ready for them. With this report
The Inquiry, renamed the Territorial Section of the
Peace Conference, practically dissolved as an organiza-
tion, although most of its members continued to render
service as individuals for some months longer.

As to personnel, the problem proved to be less diffi-
cult than at first it threatened to be. Policies would, of
course, be determined, and the culminating negotiations
conducted by our plenipotentiaries. The Inquiry staff
would thus be limited to the réle of gathering and evalu-
ating facts, and of digesting them for prompt and handy
use. Work of such detail could not be expected of
statesmen and diplomats, nor would they have been
competent for it. The need was for men expert in
research. Consequently the staff was in the main re-
cruited from strong universities and colleges but also
from among former officials, lawyers, and business men.
The studies that were made during the winter, spring,
and autumn of 1918 in the geography, history, eco-
nomic resources, political organization and affiliations,
and ethnic and cultural characteristics of the peoples and
territories in Europe, Africa, Asia, and the islands of the
Pacific, served as tests for the selection and elimination



PREPARATIONS FOR PEACE 7

of workers; the men making these studies and reporting
thereon were under constant observation, and as a result
the best fitted among them emerged and were put in
charge of various subdivisions of the work and assigned
groups of assistants. As a consequence, by the fall of
1918 The Inquiry was thus organized:

Director, Dr. S. E. Mezes; College of the City of New York.
Cbief Territorial Specialist, Dr. Isaiah Bowman; American Geo-
graphical Society.!
Regional Specialists:
For the northwestern frontiers—Dr. Charles H. Haskins; Har-
vard University.
For Poland and Russia—Dr. R. H. Lord; Harvard University.
For Austria-Hungary—Dr. Charles Seymour; Yale University.
For Italian boundaries—Dr. W. E. Lunt; Haverford College.
For the Balkans—Dr. Clive Day; Yale University.
For Western Asia—Dr. W. L. Westermann; University of Wis-
consin.
For the Far East—Capt. S. K. Hornbeck, U. S. A.
For Colonial Problems—Mr. George L. Beer, formerly of Colum-
bia University.
Economic Specialist, Dr. A. A. Young; Cornell University.
Librarian and Specialist in History, Dr. James T. Shotwell; Co-
lumbia University.
Specialist in Boundary Geograpby, Maj. Douglas Johnson; Colum-
bia University. '
Cbief Cartograpber, Prof. Mark Jefferson; State Normal College,
Ypsilanti, Michigan.

Besides The Inquiry proper, and affiliated with al-
though distinct from it, were the experts in international
law, Mr. David Hunter Miller and Major James Brown
Scott.

This body of men proceeded to Paris at the opening
of December, 1918, except Mr. Miller, who had gone in

! Dr. Bowman was named executive officer in the summer of 1918, after Mr.

Walter Lippmann resigned_as secretary to undertake intelligence work for the
army in France.
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October. In Paris they assisted the commissioners pleni-
potentiary with data and recommendations, and them-
selves served on commissions dealing with three types of
problems: First, territorial; second, economic questions
and reparation; third, international law and the League
of Nations, as is told more fully in later chapters.

As 1t turned out, the staff of The Inquiry were con-
cerned in Paris, as members of commissions, with deli-
cate questions of policy, and it may be noted that the
decisions which they had a part in negotiating were only
in the rarest instances modified by the supreme council. |

ARMISTICE NEGOTIATIONS !

When, early in October, 1918, Bulgaria’s armies crum-
bled and she sued for peace, competent observers knew
that the greatest of wars was ending, and the longed-for
peace was at last in sight. Austria-Hungary, opened to
attack from south and east, distracted by dissension,
torn apart by revolt, could not long stand. Germany,
too, must fall. The time and manner of her overthrow"
she might, within limits, elect. She might hold out to
the last, and fight until spring—at the cost of frightful
casualties and sacrifices for herself and for her enemies.
But fall she must. The gamble for world dominion was
[ost.

President Wilson acted at once, and within a week
Colonel House was on his way to France to represent our
government in the culminating armistice negotiations.

He reached Paris barely in time to take part in settling
the conditions to be imposed upon Austria-Hungary,

1 Among other data, the writer has examined evidence made available by
Colonel House, who vouches for the facts stated, but is not responsible for the

views expressed.
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which in the meantime had applied to the Italian com-

mander, General Diaz, for an armistice. These condi-
tions were very severe. As in the case of Bulgaria,
which had also applied through military channels, they
amounted to unconditional surrender, even to the point
of allowing Allied troops to occupy the country and use
it for military operations. Germany could be attacked
from the south.

In this instance Colonel House did not ask that the
President’s Fourteen Points or other policies be accepted
in the armistice, largely because that point which affected
Austria-Hungary, number ten, no longer applied; it was
not autonomy, but independence of Austria and Hungary,
that the north and south Slavs, Rumanians, and Italians
demanded, indeed were already asserting. The American
representative did insist, however, in harmony with our

government’s policy, upon engagements to furnish food

and other succor designed to alleviate the misery of the
misguided peoples within the falling monarchy.

But a greater decision was pending. On October 3,
the new Chancellor of Germany, Prince Maximilian of
Baden, speaking for the German Government, requested
President Wilson to “take in hand the restoration of
peace” and accepted as a basis the “program set forth
in the President’s message of January 8, 1918, and in his
later pronouncements.” But the President would not
undertake the task until he was assured that the German
Government accepted the very terms laid down in his
message and addresses, leaving for discussion only practi-
cal details of their application, and that it was ready to
evacuate occupied territories, and to abstain during the
process from “acts of inhumanity, spoliation, and desola-
tion” on sea and on land. He warned Germany that

7
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the armistice terms must give “absolutely satisfactory
safeguards and guarantees of the maintenance of the
present military supremacy . . . in the field”’ of our armies
and those of our associates, and further, failing to re-
ceive satisfactory proofs of the democracy and the per-
manence of the German Government, he wrote: “If it
[the government of the United States] must deal with the
military masters and the monarchical autocrats of Ger-
many now, or if it is likely to have to deal with them later
in regard to the international obligations of the German -
Empire, it must demand, not peace negotiations, but
surrender.”

With the situation thus clarified, President Wilson
communicated the correspondence to the Allies, and re-
ferred the German Government to Marshal Foch.

It 1s in this setting that the Versailles Conference,
intrusted with the heavy responsibility of exacting from
Germany the amplest hostages for good behavior, or:
continuing the war, must be pictured. The personnel
is interesting—Clemenceau already acclaimed Pére de la
Victoire, the grim Tiger, sparing of words, ominous in
his deep silences, hard and cynical save only in his devo-
tion to France; Lloyd George, most sensitively repre-
sentative and nimble-minded of the world’s greater states-
men, who had organized disjointed Britain, and firmly
taught her the hardest lesson for British heads, how, in
place of muddling through, to employ foresight and pre-
arrangement; Orlando, learned, eloquent and warm-
hearted, who had led Italy to triumph after and in spite
of Caporetto; and House, skilled negotiator, experienced
and sagacious, speaking for the strongest and most
idealistic nation, the well-trusted representative of its
powerful President, who stood forth the first man in the



PREPARATIONS FOR PEACE .

lIong annals of history to be spontaneously accepted as
their leader by men of all nations.

These men had met in conference before; notably, a
year earlier, when the Allies were facing their darkest
hour, these same conferees had effected a co-ordination
of the four nations’ war-making activities, without which
a stern armistice could not have been imposed upon
Germany in 1918. The four usually met in the morning
at American headquarters, 78 rue de I'Université, Paris,
while in the afternoon formal conferences were held at
Versailles, in the quarters of the Supreme War Council,
where other notables met with them, Balfour, Milner,
Sonnino, Venizelos, among others, and, at times, the
military and naval chiefs as advisers.

In asking an armistice of President Wilson and the
Allies, and in accepting his conditions, Germany admitted
that she had lost the war. But, as secure safeguards
against a recurrence of indescribable horrors and world-
wide disorganization, and as a decent approach to repair
of countless damages wantonly inflicted—how much could
be exacted from Germany in these respects? Victory
for her had been all but in sight in May and June. Then
her fall from this place of high hope had been swift and
stunning. Her people and her leaders were in an ugly
mood. Would they pursue Realpolitik, accepting the
inevitable now and saving what they could from the
wreck; or, desperate, ruthless to the last, would they,
if they thought the terms impossibly humiliating and
severe, elect to endure a time longer, on a desperate
gambler’s chance, and with this certainty, at least, that
their enemies too must continue to pay in effort, suffering,
and sacrifice of lives, or else soften their conditions.

It is easy to answer such questions now, but it was hard
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to answer them then. I can do no better than to quote
Colonel House’s description of the situation.

“There came into our counsels at different times the military and
naval chiefs who had directed the Allied forces to victory. Foch,
Pétain, Haig, Pershing, Bliss, Benson, Wemyss, and their like, and
we made careful assessments of their views and advice. We were
confronted by a situation full of possibilities for harm, full of poten-
tiality for good. It was our task to weigh carefully these military
and naval opinions and accept the responsibility for decisions.

““The outstanding problem was to have the terms cover what must
be practically unconditional surrender without imperiling peace
itself. The military spirit in the United States was at its height dur-
ing this period, and this feeling could not be ignored. With the
Entente, the situation was quite different. They were war-worn
and war-weary. They had been bled white. Germany was retreat-
ing in an orderly fashion and no one could say with certainty that
she would not be able to shorten her line and hold it for months. If
she had done this and we had failed to make peace when she had
accepted the President’s terms there would have been a political
revolution in every Allied country save the United States. The
people would almost of certainty have overthrown the existing gov-
ernments and would have placed in power ministers instructed to
reopen peace negotiations with Germany upon the basis of the Presi-
dent’s fourteen points, and with the offer of more moderate armistice
conditions.

““This was all known to us in Paris, and it was as delicate and dan-
gerous a situation as was ever given to a group of diplomats to solve.
As it was, the European military and naval advisers were satisfied,
and the outcome was the ending of the world war.” !

Captain Paul Mantoux, then, and later at the Peace
Conference, official interpreter, a man with a memory of
extraordinary fidelity, throws important light on the
views of Marshal Foch, in a letter of July 6, 1920, to
Colonel House, from which I quote in part:

“You asked him this question, ‘Will you tell us, Marshal, solely
from a military point of view and apart from any other consideration,

3 The Public Ledger, November 11, 1920.
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whether you would prefer the Germans to reject or sign the armistice
as outlined here?’

“Marshal Foch’s answer was: ‘Fighting means struggling for
certain results (on ne fait la guerre que pour ses résultats): if the
Germans now sign an armistice under the general conditions we have
just determined, those results are in our possession. This being
achieved, no man has the right to cause another drop of blood to
be shed.’ . . .

“One of the prime ministers, I think it was Mr. Lloyd George,
asked him what would happen if the Germans refused to sign and
how long it would take to drive them back across the Rhine. He
answered, opening both arms, a familiar gesture with him, ‘Maybe
four or five months—who knows?’

““He never alluded to a final blow in the next few days when he
brought from Versailles his draft of the military terms of the armistice
convention. He simply said this: ‘The terms your military advisers

. are agreed upon are those we should be in a position to enforce after
the success of our next operation.” . . .

. “Neither the soldiers nor statesmen knew then all we have learned
since about the condition of Germany and of the German army.
Our losses, which were so great at the end of four years of hostilities,
had become particularly heavy during the weeks of intense and con-
tinuous fighting and marked the last stage of the war. Apart from
purely military considerations, there was in the minds of the states-
men a strong feeling that the populations, after showing themselves
ready to accept every sacrifice for a just cause, would never forgive
their leaders if they tbought the fighting had been prolonged beyond
the limits of necessity.’

In conclusion, a word on the political clauses of the
armistice. That the Entente finally accepted President
Wilson’s Fourteen Points with one addition and one sub-,
traction, both by the British, is known: how they were
induced to accept and incorporate them in the armistice
must be told elsewhere. The addition was a requirement
that Germany make reparation for damage done to the
civilian population of the Allies and their property by
the aggression of Germany at sea and from the air, and
not on land only; and this Germany was notified that
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President Wilson accepted. The subtraction reserved
decision on point two, dealing with the freedom of the
seas, on the ground that the phrase “the freedom of the
seas” is open to various interpretations, some of which
could not be accepted

In sum, the armistice agreement, concluding the WorId
War, that took effect on the stroke of the eleventh hour
of the eleventh day of the eleventh month of nineteen
hundred and eighteen, constituted a substantial basis
for a peace of justice and of healing.



II

THE ATMOSPHERE AND ORGANIZATION OF THE
PEACE CONFERENCE

BY CLIVE DAY

As soon as the armistice had put an end to open war
and brought peace in sight, people naturally began to
speculate on the manner in which the terms of peace would
be drawn. The average citizen assumed an august as-
sembly, a sort of Parliament of the World, which would
announce the bases of a just and lasting settlement:
amended territorial frontiers, reparation of damages,
and a revised code of international law. The Allies were
united in purpose, and were now at last in a position to
translate into fact the xdeaIs which would make the world
safe for democracy. :, ;. , '

Over agamst this vague “forecast of the man in the
street it is interesting to set the picture of the Conference
which has been drawn after the event by some of its
critics. They picture a melodrama. Here in the gloom
meet the three leading actors who determine the whole
action of the play. Other figures make their entrances
and exits, but serve merely as foils to set off the three
great characters. These are heroic figures, great in their
abilities and ambitions, but great also in their human
weaknesses. The audience cannot hear their voices,
which are so low that they do not carry across the foot-
lights, but it follows the course of the plot by their ac-
tions. In the last scene the critic conceives force and
guile prevailing over the weaknesses of the character who

15
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should have been the hero of the play—evil triumphing
over ineffective virtue. The spectator has been assisting
at a tragedy.

Between the two accounts of the Conference sketched
above, the reader must make his choice according to his
taste in fiction. They are both products of the imagina-
tion, and are equally valueless for an understanding of
what actually happened at Paris. The form of the Con-
ference was greatly affected, without question, by the
demand of the public for the spectacular. Each little
country that had associated itself with the Allies against
the Central Powers, demanded a place for its representa-
tives in a scene adequate in dignity and impressiveness
to the World War. Persons skilled in such matters
arranged halls at palaces on the Quai d’Orsay and else-
where with trappings that satisfied the senses; pictures
were painted; the cinematograph was allowed to ap-
proach the fringe of the assemblies. All this part of the
Conference, designed for show, formed a protective shell,
within which the vital parts of the organization could
function with no regard to appearance, and with no dis-
traction from serious business. _

The responsible directors of the Powers at war with
Germany had realized from the beginning that a study of
the terms of peace could not profitably be made in a de-
bating society. Some of the Powers, for example those
of Central America, had made contributions so slight
and had interests so little affected, that they would cer-
tainly not be asked to share in the preliminary delibera-
tions. Some of the great Powers as certainly must be
included. At what point was the line to be drawn? It
could readily be seen that France, England, Italy, and
the United States would recognize no superior. Was
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Belgium or Serbia or Japan to be grouped with them
above the others? The decision finally announced by the
four major Powers, that they would choose but one addi-
tional associate, Japan, inevitably gave rise to heart-
burnings, and had a material effect on the terms of settle-
ment. It recognized the practical political influence of
Japan and neglected such ideal measures as are expressed
in national spirit and sacrifice. At least it allowed the
Conference to proceed. Two months had passed since
the armistice was signed, and the American delegation
had already been waiting a month for the beginning of
organized business.

The organ of the Conference thus established by in-
- formal negotiation of the great Powers was termed the
~ Council, and followed the model of the Supreme Inter-
allied War Council that had been acting on matters of
military policy at Versailles during the last part of the
war. Two representatives of each of the five great Pow-
ers, normally the premier and the foreign minister, com-
posed the body and hence it came to be known as the
Council of Ten. For more than two months (January
13 to March 25), the Council was recognized as the official
source of authority of the Conference. It called the
Plenary Assembly into being, regulated the activities,
and when it saw fit reviewed the action of that body. It
created commissions to study special subjects in detail
and prepare them for the consideration of the Conference.
It had to face the questions of fact and policy that rose
constantly in central and eastern Europe.

As was to be anticipated, the Council was a somewhat
formal body. It conducted itself with the ceremony and
solemnity which the world would expect of such a gather-
ing. It had a meeting-place worthy of its dignity, in
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the study of the French foreign minister in the palace on
the Quai d’Orsay. Double doors on the side of entrance
prevented the escape of any sound; high windows on the
oppostte side looked out on a formal lawn, often drenched
with rain or covered with snow. Within, all was luxurious
comfort. At one end of the room, with his back to an
open fire of great logs, sat the presiding officer, Clemen-
ceau, and near him his colleague Pichon; ranged at little
tables on their right and facing them were the other
delegates; on their left were secretaries and a place where
might be stationed officials or representatives who had to
address the Council. A second row of chairs about the
room gave a place in the background for special secre-
taries of the different Powers, and for experts who might
thus be readily consulted by their principals. Altogether
there might be thirty individuals, more or less, in the
room.

Much of the business which occupied the attention of
the Council was formal in character. The smaller states,
excluded from its deliberations, demanded at least the
opportunity to present to it their claims, and many hear-
ings were granted to their representatives. Every one
knew that the arguments and facts which they stated
would soon be printed, and would be turned over for
study to specialists, who would sift them critically and
so prepare them for the consideration of the principal
representatives. Every one recognized the extravagance
and unreality of many of the nationalist demands. To
illustrate the artificiality of these proceedings may be cited
the occasion on which the claims of Albania to national
independence were put before the Council. The Al-
banians are a people apart, who for centuries have lived
a free life in their wild country; and to the present day
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have preserved the virtues and defects of a primitive
population. Their spokesman before the Council was a
broken-down old Turk who had no interest in Albania,
who enjoyed no respect or following there, who got his
place at Paris because he was willing to sacrifice the
aspirations of the Albanians to the ambitions of Italy
to extend her power across the Adriaticc. He read
from a manuscript which had doubtless been prepared
for him, and with the contents of which he was certainly
not familiar, for he stopped long at every page until he
could find the continuation of his sentence on the next.
The reading was lifeless, it seemed interminable. “How
much longer is this going on?”" asked one of the American
plenipotentiaries, very audibly, of the interpreter. And
all this took place while almost hourly reports were com-
ing in of war, famine, and pestilence in stricken Europe,
and while the people of northern Albania itself were
fighting a desperate struggle against the harsh Serbs.
Surely no greater contrast is conceivable than that be-
tween the idle words which filled M. Pichon’s luxurious
study in the palace on the Quai d’Orsay and the grim
reality of life in the mountains of High Albania, where
people were being massacred by thousands.
Such scenes as this appeared, to those who were on the
t as well as to those who viewed them from a distance,
unprofitable, but they appeared inevitable. The truth
is that people demanded of the Conference something of
a show. Even though the meetings of the Council were
supposed to be secret sessions, and though the subjects
considered and action taken were announced to the public,
if at all, only by brief and formal statements, still it was
some satisfaction to an aspirant people to know that its
representatives had appeared before the Council, to be
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able later to read the arguments and claims that had been
advanced, and to hear something of the manner of their
reception.

For spectacles, such as those indicated, the Council
was very well fitted. The spectacular, however, is al-
ways superficial, and when the Council was called upon
for more substantial action, for definite policies, and for
vigorous decisions, its weakness became apparent. A
survey of the more serious kinds of work which the Con-
ference was called upon to do will make more clear the
reasons for a change in its organization.

Some of the questions which came before it for decision
did not admit delay. When the term of the armistice
expired, the Council must fix the conditions on which it
was to be renewed. Marshal Foch was summoned to
describe the military situation, and to propose arrange-
ments which would safeguard the interests of the Allies.
Throughout central and eastern Europe armies were
still in the field, engaged in formal war; the Council
must define its attitude toward the interests which they
represented, must seek to curb the fighting and to sta-
bilize the political situation. The revolution in Russia
presented a whole complex of problems. The Powers
found themselves in a labyrinth, in which, turn and
twist as they might, they found always the path to the
outlet blocked before them. Revolution in Hungary
added to their difficulties. Constantly, moreover, they
must seek to further the work of salvaging what could
be saved from the wreck of Europe. Mr. Hoover
would appear before the Council with proposals for
relief which involved intricate questions of shipping and
finance and raised often also questions of a military
and political kind.
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/The work of the Council cannot be appreciated justly
without recognizing the burden of the administrative
duties which were imposed upon it. Assembled to draw
up terms of peace, it found itself still in the midst of war,
and faced by conditions which demanded active treatment
if society were to be saved from dissolution. Whether
it would or not it had for a time to attempt to govern a
large part of Europe, managing affairs which in a modern
state are handled by organized departments of foreign
affairs, of war, of commerce, of finance. According to
general opinion the Council managed this administrative
business rather badly. Indeed, there would be occasion
for surprise if it had succeeded; even the Council of Four
later did not achieve a notable success in this part of
its work. Whatever be the critic’s judgment on the Con-
ference as an executive he will be unjust if he estimates
the merit of its more permanent contributions without
taking into account the strain upon its attention of this
current business, which constantly distracted it from
constructive work.

Besides the questions coming before the Council de-
manding administrative action, it had, if it were to reach a
settlement, to determine problems of two kinds, namely,
problems of fact and problems of policy. _ The principles
" of settlement had been enunciated by the President, and,
with certain modifications, had been accepted both by
the Allied Powers and- by the Central Powers. Most
of these principles, however, were expressed in general
terms. Agreement upon them enabled the Powers to
stop fighting, but did not enable them to draw up definite
terms of peace. What did the President mean, for exam-
ple, when he said that “a readjustment of the frontiers
of Ttaly should be effected along clearly recognizable
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lines of nationality? What were these lines, which for an
indefinite future were to fix the boundaries of Italy and of
neighboring states? The President himself would cer-
tainly have refused to define them, if he had been asked
to draw them on a map. He would have done as he did
later when the question of the Armenian frontiers was
referred to him for settlement. He would have assem-
bled experts, whose competence and impartiality he
trusted, would have told them to study the region and to
draw the best line they could, and when he had satisfied
himself by discussion and reflection that this line was the
best, he would have proposed it for acceptance.

Even this process would have involved not only a de-
termination of the facts in the region in question, but
also a decision on questions of policy. Rarely does a
single line present all the advantages of a perfect frontier.
Even if nationality be made the only criterion, rarely
are the lines of nationality so “clearly recognizable” that
they may be said to draw themselves, and still more rarely
will such lines, if drawn, satisfy the other desiderata
expressed or implied in the President’s addresses of a
just and lasting peace. A decision on the merits of al-
ternative frontiers involves not merely a knowledge of
details, but also a judgment on the relative importance.
of different human interests, and a prophetic insight into
the future of man’s development.

If it be difficult for a single individual, supplied with
all available knowledge and power, to reach a decision
in a matter of this kind, imagine how much the difficulty

- Is intensified when several individuals must agree upon

the decision, when each has his individual standard of
judgment, when some have views which to the others
seem clouded or distorted by individual interests. If
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agreement is to be reached in these circumstances, it
will almost certainly be by a process of compromise, in
which A yields his position at one part of the frontier,
to get the adherence of B to his line at another part, or
A yields his line entire in one part of the world, to get B
to accept his line in a distant region. This process of
barter is, of course, offensive to the idealist. When the
result is analyzed in detail many perversions of justice
will appear. The result must be judged as a whole, if
it is to be judged fairly. And the critic must also con-
sider not whether the actual decision is as good as one
which he might propose, but whether it is better than no
decision at all.

For the determination of matters of fact the Council
of Ten was manifestly ill adapted. It lacked the techni-
cal preparation and intimate acquaintance with detail
which were needed for the effective investigation of facts
in the many parts of its great field. The Council of Ten
proved also unfitted to settle the serious questions of
policy, which involved both its administrative and its
legislative functions. It could not follow a definite
plan in dealing with Russian problems, and it could not
clear the way for a settlement of the fundamental terri-

torial and economic problems, until the great Powers had
" arrived at a common understanding on the issues in which
there was a grave divergence of view. M. Pichon’s
study offered a noble setting for a spectacle, but con-
sidered as an office for the conduct of practical business
it was a failure.

There were too many people in the room. Secretaries

and specialists served a useful purpose in the eyes of their
principals, but to the eyes of the principals of other coun-
tries they appeared as a crowd of hangers-on, unknown
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to them personally, possibly dishonest or indiscreet,
before whom the principals were not inclined to discuss
delicate questions with the entire candor that the situa-
tion demanded.

There were too many states represented in the Council.
The Japanese delegates were diligent in attendance, and
(unlike some others) kept their eyes open, however tedi-
ous were the proceedings. When a territorial question
was under discussion they peered at their maps with in-
scrutable gravity. One never knew, however, whether
their maps were right side up, and one felt pretty
certain, anyway, that it made no difference whether
they were or not. The Japanese were not interested in
the European questions that composed most of the busi-
ness. Nor were the Italians equally concerned in all
parts of the field. Keenly, sometimes passionately, in-
terested in questions that touched Italy directly, they
were complaisant and sometimes almost indifferent when
the topic was remote.

There were too many delegates apportioned to each
state. The panel system allowed substitutions and a
shifting membership, by which individuals were granted
the compliment of a seat at the Council, but by which the
compactness and the continuity of the Council itself were
impaired. Normally the chief of each state was accom-
panied to the Council meetings by his foreign minister.
The arrangement assumed an equality of the two officials
which did not in fact exist. The comparison involves no
question of the actual merit and ability of the foreign
ministers. Sonnino was probably a stronger man than
his principal, Orlando, more determined than he to press
Italian demands, and certainly better equipped for the
business in that he could urge his claims in French or
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English with equal facility. “Which language shall I
speak?” he inquired on one occasion; “it is all the same
to me.” Balfour appeared, unfortunately, to think that
he shared this advantage, but even when he talked French,
he presented ideas that were always interesting, if they
sometimes inclined to the abstract and doctrinaire. It
was a pleasure to hear him analyze and criticise the no-
tion of “autonomy,” when that vague concept had crept
into the discussion. No one could surpass Lansing in the
logic and force with which he could present a legal argu-
ment. But ability, even first-rate ability, did not count
when it was in the second place in the delegation. Lan-
sing might convince every one else in the room, but if he
did not convince Wilson, who had given him his place
and who himself was (in the words to the treaty) “acting
in his own name and by his own proper authority,” his
argument profited nothing; it hindered, rather than
helped, the progress of deliberation. An observer got
the impression that in fact the principal representatives
of the American and British delegations were less open
to suggestions from their foreign ministers than to those /
that came from any other source; they appeared openly
to resist any appearance of dependence on their colleagues.
As to Clemenceau, he did not allow the existence of
Pichon to inconvenience him in the slightest degree;
he used him and abused him without any recognition of
the distinction. .

The Council of Ten recognized early that it was not
qualified to investigate the intricate facts which underlay
most of its problems. Within a fortnight after its open-
ing session it began therefore to establish special com-
missions, to which it referred questions as they arose,
for preliminary study and report. For example, after



26 WHAT REALLY HAPPENED AT PARIS

hearing the claims advanced by the Rumanian representa-
tive the Council voted: “The questions raised by the
declarations of M. Bratianu on the territorial interests of
the Rumanians in the Peace Settlement shall be referred
for examination, in the first instance, to a committee of
specialists composed of two delegates for each of the
following Powers: the United States of America, the
British Empire, France, and Italy. The duty of this
committee will be to study the questions to be settled,
to condense them in as narrow limits as possible and to
propose a solution for an equitable settlement. This
committee may hear representatives of the peoples con-
cerned.”

The advantage of this process, by which the supreme
organ of the Conference was relieved of the preliminary
processes of investigation and discussion, and could
devote itself to the decision of the larger questions,
was obvious. Commissions grew rapidly in number.
According to the calculation of André Tardieu, fifty-two
of them were at work before the treaty with Germany was
signed, and these fifty-two commissions held, altogether,
one thousand six hundred and forty-six sessions. Dis-
persed and secluded, these commissions attracted in
general little attention. They had no proper authority
except that of recommendation. They had, in fact, im-
mense influence on the outeome of the Conference.
Without them the terms of peace would certainly have
been very different, if indeed they could have been
written at all.

Some of these commissions were intrusted with ques-
tions so important that their contributions to the settle-
ment appear positively greater than those of the Council
of Ten itself. At the head of the list comes, of course,
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the commission on the League of Nations. The body
which formulated the Covenant of the League had a mem-

_ bership which (unlike that of the Council) was not fixed
by any official convention, but was determined by a more
personal standard. Under the presidency of Wilson it
reached out to include great men of the small Powers,
such as Venizelos of Greece and Dmowski of Poland, and
men who' are recognized as intellectual and moral leaders

in the greatest empires, like Lord Robert Cecil, General -

Smuts, and Leon Bourgeois. If the opinions of those who

believe in the future of the @QLM are to be ¢

trusted, the work done by this commission in its sessions
at the Hotel Crillon, is destined to be more fruitful, if at
the time it seems less decisive, than that accomplished
by any other organ of the Conference. Another com-
mission, whose work was essentially constructive, was
that on International Legislation on Labor, including such
representative spokesmen on the broad and difficult
problems that it covered as Gompers of the United
States, Barnes of England, and Vandervelde of Belgium.
Other commissions studied the reform of international
commercial relations, in the case of customs tariffs,
shipping regulations, waterways, and railroads. Every
student of the history of commerce knows how seriously
the world has suffered from the perversions of policy
in these matters, and will recognize in the lists of members
of the commissions some of the names of those most
competent to Initiate reform.

Two commissions, those on reparations and on finan-
cial questions, occupy a place apart by reason of the
peculiar gravity of the questions intrusted to them.
Some of the ablest men in banking and in business, some
leaders from the academic and some from the official
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world, were associated in these commissions in the en-
deavor to determine the damages inflicted on the people
of the Allied countries in the war, to decide upon the
measure and means of reparation, and to manage the
financial questions that were incidental to the restora-
tion of peace. Finally, a whole group of commissions
was established to study the territorial questions involved
in the peace settlement, with a central committee above
them to correlate their work. To these territorial com-
missions the European states contributed mainly men
trained in their foreign offices and in their diplomatic
corps; the British Government complimented some of
its colonial premiers with seats, and the United States
was ordinarily represented by college professors, and the
like, who, as members of the The Inquiry, had been
studying the special questions with a view to the even-
tual discussion of terms of peace.

The commissions varied greatly in size. The four great
Western Powers had always one or two representatives
apiece; Japan had a seat on those commissions in the
work of which it felt a particular interest, and other
Powers had seats on the larger commissions. Procedure
resembled that of the Council. Members sat about a
table in designated places, and spoke on any topic in an
order fixed by the alphabetical arrangement of countries;
all the important commissions had the usual apparatus
of secretaries, interpreter, and stenographer, and printed
in their minutes the substance of the discussion. Some
of the sessions were formal; one of the Powers would
introduce an expert to present a studied argument,
or representatives of outside interests would be heard.
Most of the sessions were distinctly practical and busi-
nesslike. The field of interest was specific and limited,
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and each state had picked for its members those who were
thought to be most competent to represent it in that
field. Views of the facts and of the proper settlement
usually varied greatly when they were first presented.
Discussion and criticism often cleared away mistakes and
misunderstandings, and led to an agreement based on
genuine conviction. Sometimes they did no more than
to define more sharply the differences, but also served to
suggest some compromise on which both parties could
agree if neither could have his own way. Sometimes,
particularly when facts were obscure and interests sharply
divergent, agreement proved to be impossible, and the
commission would have to submit a divided report.

The commissions had necessarily not merely to de-
termine facts, but also to decide questions of policy in
working out their problems. Representatives of some
of the European Powers, notably Italy, were bound by
strict instructions, which required them to work for a
‘particular solution; their policy was determined by
powers above. Delegates of the United States were
notably free from such influence; they could share with
their plenipotentiaries the responsibility for choosing a
certain course, but were encouraged in general to make
their own decisions, with a view to the facts in their own
field, and with Iittle regard to outside influences. As
time passed and the need of reaching some definite con-
clusion grew more urgent, the process of compromise
became prominent as a means of adjusting differences of
opinion which would not yield to argument.

The final stage in the work of a commission was occu-
pied with the preparation of its report. This gave in
condensed form the salient facts, the principles followed,
and the conclusions reached. Its most important con-
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tent was a series of draft articles, embodying the results
of the deliberations, and proposed for inclusion in the
treaty of peace. The commission drew up these arti-
cles with the greatest care, and with the assistance of
specxahsts skilled in drafting. The leader of these special-
ists, M. Fromageot, declared modestly that he was a
mere “machine 3 écrire,” to be employed by the com-
mission in recording its results, but he early gave evidence
of a feature not common in typewriters; the machine
Iocked if one attempted to write with it anything that
was not perfectly clear and specific. These draft articles
supplied the materials with which the treaties were built
up. Only in rare cases were amendments or additions
made by some superior organ of the Conference.

The establishment of the commissions relieved the
Council of Ten of a considerable part of the business
which it would otherwise have had to conduct, but did
not improve its capacity to deal with the problems that
remained within its province. The weakness of the
Council became actually more apparent as it ceased to be
occupied with minor matters and ceremonial audiences,
and faced at closer range the great questions that were
beginning to take shape. Only one of the questions,
that relating to the eastern frontier of Germany and the
Polish outlet by way of Danzig, actually came before the
Council” for settlement. In the background, however.
were other questions even more serious: the amount and
“form of the reparation payments, the position of France
on the Rhine frontier, the claims of Italy in the Adriatic
region and of Japan in the Far East. Some of the ques-
tions were being debated in commissions, some were dis-
cussed only in private conferences. They affected such
grave interests, and they were so entangled with each
other and with the position to be accorded the League of
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Nations, that they must be settled before the Conference
“could proceed to frame terms of peace; but they were
questions too difficult and too delicate to be intrusted
to the Council of Ten. The Council, established as the
supreme power of the Conference, appeared now as an
obstacle blocking the way. It was set aside in the sum-
mary and informal manner which characterized all the

vital acts of the Conference. Wilson, Lloyd George,
Clemenceau, and Orlando ceased to attend the sessions :

of the Council of Ten and met as a group by themselves.
The Council of Four took control of the Conference.
Events had in fact long been tending toward this con-
summation. During the second month of the Conference,
the heads of the three most important Powers had been
absent from the Council. Lloyd George was occupied in
England by questions of domestic politics; Wilson was
absent from February 14 on his trip to America; and
Clemenceau was shot on February 19. The Council of
Ten had an opportunity to realize how helpless it was to
reach decisions without the individuals in whom authority
and power centred. The Council continued its sessions
with representatives replacing the absent members, but
did little more than mark time. The serious business of
this period was conducted either in the commissions or
over the telegraph wires and in private conversations at
Paris. When the representation of the heads of states
. was completed again by the return of Wilson on March
14, the practice of private conference persisted. The
three weeks following were a critical period, culminating
in the announcement from Wilson on April 7 that prepara-
tions had been made for him to leave France. Following
on the arrangement of the differences between Wilson,
Clemenceau, and Lloyd George, which permitted the
settlement of terms of the German treaty, came the Adri-

\
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atic crisis and the departure of the Italians for Rome on
April 24. To submit to the old Council of Ten the points
which divided the great Powers in this period would have
been an idle form. Lloyd George, Clemenceau, and
Orlando were bound by considerations of home politics
to fight for certain terms of settlement which they had
given their peoples reason to expect. Wilson was bound
to fight for terms conforming to the principles which he.
had published. Agreement was possible only by way of
compromise. Compromise was possible only as each
individual became convinced that he was getting the
most he could, and that what he got was better than the
nothing which would ensue if he declined altogether to
agree. He might hope for guidance in this matter by
solitary reflection or by intimate discussion with personal
advisers, but he could hope for no help from the formal
arguments, the platitudes, the sedulous shrinking from
the facts, which would have characterized a discussion
of the subject in the old Council of Ten. No one in that

1. body at this stage of action would have dared to tell the

truth. His fragment of truth would have been quoted,
and would have appeared to half the world as a monstrous
perversion. An attempt to realize at this time the ideal
of “open covenants openly arrived at” might readily
have started another war, and would certainly have de-
layed interminably the agreement on terms of peace.
Lacking the chiefs of state, the old Council lost its
former prestige and authority. It continued to sit now
as a Council of Five and did useful work as a sort of
superior commission, considering the reports of the com-
missions which it had created and transmitting them with
its findings to the Four. It bore itself with dignity in a
situation which was not agreeable. If the Five did noth-
ing definitive, at least they did it very well. Of the



THE PEACE CONFERENCE 33

sessions, however, which I was privileged to attend, there
was but one in which I noted on the part of the Five a
real relish for the work in hand. The Four, busied with
matters of greater moment, had directed the Five to send
a telegram ordering two of the Allies to remove their
troops from a district in central Europe where they were
in conflict. The action proposed appeared ill-advised.
Further, was it a duty of the Five to send telegrams for
their superiors? “We are not messenger-boys,” remarked
one of the plenipotentiaries. At last a subject had arisen
on which the Council of Five could express itself with
some decision; and it considered the manner in which
the Four had best be corrected with a zest that at other
times was lacking.

An indication of the relative activity of the different
councils is afforded by the statistics compiled by Tardieu.
The Council of Ten held seventy-two sessions, the Coun-
cil of Ministers of Foreign Affairs (‘“the Five’) held
thirty-nine sessions, the Council of Four held one hundred
and forty-five sessions. In comparison with this last
and smallest council the others fade into insignificance.
The Ten fell into the background, the Five never emerged
from obscurity, the Four ruled the Conference in the
culminating period when its decisions took shape.

The Council of Four had begun in purely personal and
informal conversations, and preserved Rs privacy in
many of its later sessions. It needed at most the service
of an interpreter, and of a secretary who could be called
to make in due form a minute of some decision. To
assume on this account, however, as some have done, that
the treaties were drawn by the four heads of states and
that the terms were fixed by these four individuals, is
an extraordinary perversion of the facts.

Most of the articles in the treaties were taken bodily
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without change from the reports of commissions. Some
serious problems, it is true, notably those relating to the
Italian frontier, had not been referred to any commis-

~ sion; decision on these problems was reached in the pri-

vate sessions of the Four. Further, there were questions
of policy in the field of the commissions which were too
grave to be definitely settled by them, and which were
stil in flux when the Four were ready to hear and act
upon their reports. Doubtless the Four discussed these
matters in their secret sessions, and they sometimes de-
cided them there. On the other hand, they followed
often the practice of bidding their special advisers to
attend the session, as the Council of Ten had done, in-
viting suggestions from their advisers as the question was
discussed, and frankly relying upon their guidance in the
effort to arrange the best settlement. At these later
meetings in the beautiful salon of the President’s resi-
dence, the attending delegates from the commissions were
indeed given a position of far greater prominence than
was ever conceded them at the sessions of the Council of
Ten. They were called from the back row of chairs to
seats immediately by their principals, and conferred
openly with them.

It is impossible to apportion exactly the influence on
the final settlement of the many individuals and groups
who contributed to it. The critic of the proceedings was
inclined at the time, and is still inclined, to take for
granted the terms which were fixed by the commissions,
and to direct his attention to those questions which had
not been studied, or at least had not been settled, in the
commissions, or the settlement of which was revised in
the Council of Four. Judging the matter from this stand-
point, he exalts the power of the Four, and ascribes to
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them all the credit or blame for the treaties. In trutl;/‘

the Four did take to themselves the responsibility o
decision. They had the courage to determine one ques-
tion in comparison with which any other question seems
a matter of detail: they decided that there should be a
treaty ready for the signature of the Germans at a date
pretty definitely fixed. Their power to determine just
what the terms of that treaty should be is commonly
much exaggerated.

Even those parts of the final settlement which had not
been fixed in finished form by the commissions had been
studied and discussed for months by experts officially
designated to investigate them. No question was abso-
Iutely decided by this process. No question could be
subjected to this process, however, without a narrowing
of the field of choice in which the final decision was likely
to lie. The representative of a great Power had every
reason to follow the guidance of his expert advisers,
and would depart from it only in the rare cases in which
considerations of higher policy, concealed fiom his sub-
ordinates, made a sacrifice in one part of the field appear
to him the inevitable means of gaining a greater benefit
in another part. Cases of this kind were, at least as
regards the American representative, extraordinarily few.

It is interesting to speculate on the concealed activities
of the Council of Four, and particularly on the interplay
of the: personalities of its members. If one can judge
from the impressions obtained in council meetings which
were open to observation, Orlando must have played a
relatively subordinate part in the general settlement.
It seems equally clear that no one of the remaining three
dominated the group. If one could have dominated by
a dauntless will, it would certainly have been Clemenceau.
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If shrewd management and ingenuity in devising prac-
ticable plans had been enough to assure control, the
leadership would have gone to Lloyd George. If ability
to define and defend the aim to be kept in view had been
the essential quality, no one in that respect matched the
American President. No one of the three had, in fact,
his own way. Each has been criticised because he got
less than was expected of him. Wilson is of the three
the one most blamed, yet time may prove, as I believe it
will, that his generous devotion to ideals of the future
contributed the most positive and most permanent fea-
tures of the settlement. Sufficient time has already
passed to show that some features which he opposed are
‘bad, and further to make clear that these features are
the expression of deep-rooted national prejudices, against
which even now reason cannot combat.

Years more will pass before real peace actually prevails.
The war released blind forces in all fields of human in-
terest, and the Powers of the world were as helpless in
1919 to compose these forces as they had been in 1914
and are now in 1921. No human peace conference could
have relieved us of all these present evils. The Confer-
ence at Paris was eminently human, and the critic can
readily point out features of its organization and of its
operation which in a different and a better world would
have been better managed. This much, at least, he must
recognize. When compared with similar bodies in the
past, such as the Congress of Vienna or the Congress of
Berlin, the Paris Conference faced vastly greater problems,
studied its problems in a more scientific way, and sought
more earnestly to harmonize its settlement with the
principles of justice.



III
THE NEW BOUNDARIES OF GERMANY

BY CHARLES HOMER HASKINS

The new frontiers of Germany constituted one of the
fundamental and one of the most troublesome problems
of the peace conference of Paris. About them waged
the conflict of ideas between a peace of justice and a
peace of violence, and in them are illustrated the chief
difficulties which arose in giving effect to the peace of
justice which the conference sought to establish. They
meant the release of submerged nationalities like the
Danes of Schleswig, and the undoing of ancient wrongs
like the partition of Poland, or recent acts of force like
the annexation of Alsace-Lorraine in 1871. They in-
volved the question of the best kind of national boun-
daries and the meaning and limits of self-determination.
Territorial in their nature, they were also tied up with
matters of reparation, customs zones, national defense,
and guarantees for the future. Though the provisions
fixing new frontiers occupy less than one-fourth of the
Treaty of Versailles, such matters underlie the whole
settlement, and their history would cover a large part of
the history of the conference.

Fortunately for our present purpose, all this can be
shortened and simplified. Let us take a brief view of the
general problem and then go on to a survey of Germany’s
new boundaries in the west. The eastern or Polish
frontier is a topic by itself, and will be discussed in

another chapter.!
1 See Chapter IV.
37
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The German Empire dates only from 1871, but its
constituent parts have a long history. Its chief mem-
ber was the kingdom of Prussia, which contained at the
outbreak of the war three-fifths of the empire’s area and
population. Prussia had spread in all directions, and,
save in Alsace-Lorraine, which belonged to the whole
empire, the frontier problems both in the east and in the
west were all concerned with Prussia. It was Prussia
that had partitioned Poland, that had swallowed up the
Left Bank of the Rhine in 1815, that had seized Schles-
wig-Holstein in 1864. Nearly half the area of Prussia
had been acquired since Frederick the Great. It was
Prussia that dominated the empire, and it was the Prus-
sian king who, as German emperor, had declared the
war. It was not surprising that there were those who
urged that Prussia should lose the fruits of a Iong career
of military aggrandizement and be reduced to the limits
she had occupied in the eighteenth century or even
earlier.

Now, if the conference of Paris had been the congress
of Vienna of a hundred years before, it would have pro-
ceeded to carve large slices out of Prussia for the benefit
of the victorious Allies, just as Prussia had done for her
own benefit at the earlier congress. But the world had
moved since 1815, most rapidly of all since 1914, and a
peace of the older sort no longer accorded with the com-
mon moral sense of mankind. Moreover, the Allies had

- accepted as the basis of the peace the Fourteen Points

and other utterances of President Wilson, and these,
while providing specifically for the restoration of Alsace-

. Lorraine and Poland, had condemned the bartering of

peoples from sovereignty to sovereignty without their
consertt, while at the same time they upheld the principle



THE NEW BOUNDARIES OF GERMANY 39

of self-determination, which Germany had so conspicu-
ously violated in the past. The carving up of Prussia
was Impossible, not because the Prussian Government
did not deserve it, but because her peoples would oppose }
it, and in our time it is peoples that count. The righting |
of historic wrongs may easily cause greater wrongs when
men have become reconciled to the conditions once
wrongly established, and the conference was cautious
about reaching back far into the past to correct old acts
of injustice. It reached farthest, as regards Germany, in
the case of Poland, and here the reason was not so much 1
that a wrong had been done in the eighteenth century as
that the Poles continued to cry out against this wrong
and resist it. In the west none of the changes made by
the treaty reached back farther than 1814.

The conference even declined to compel the division of
Prussia into several states within the German Empire.
For such a division- there was a good deal to be said.
The German Empire pretended to be a confederation,
yet this one state could outvote and outmanceuvre all
the others; there was inequality everywhere. If Hanover
and Westphalia and the Rhineland had been set off as
separate federal states, the empire would have been more
truly federal, and the diverse interests of the western
regions would have had some chance to express them-
selves. For some weeks just after the armistice a little
encouragement from the Allies might have accomplished
this result at the hands of the Germans themselves;
but the encouragement was not forthcoming, at least
from England and the United States, and the slight local
movements in this direction proved abortive. Anything
of this sort was thought to involve meddling in Ger-
many’s internal affairs, and the worst feature of Prussia’s
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anomalous position had been removed with the flight
and abdication of the Hohenzollerns. With no king and
no emperor, Prussia seemed less dangerous, and there
was a disposition, especially in England and the United
States, to deal gently with a Germany which professed
democracy and repentance.

In western Germany the conference used the knife
very sparingly and only after careful local diagnosis.
Alsace-Lorraine was the only major operation, and that
was really performed by the armistice. But the patient
will often suffer much pain from a surface wound, and
make more complaint over it than over a deep incision.
Although the Germans had contemptuously refused the
self-determination which they had promised the Danes
in 1866, although they had ignored the unanimous pro-
test of the deputies of Alsace-Lorraine in 1871, in 1919
they became suddenly enamored of self-determination as
they now interpreted it. As they explained this prin-
ciple, none of the alien peoples could get out of the em-
pire without a popular vote, whereas the application of
such a vote to its German-speaking inhabitants, outside
of Alsace-Lorraine, was not self-determination but con-
quest. They even retorted that the Allies ought to ap-
ply self-determination to their own ancient conquests,
not only in Ireland and Egypt, but in Canada and Cuba
and the Philippines. I have a German map, issued during
the conference, which even represented Florida and Texas
as wild buffaloes straining to get loose from the brutal
lasso of the United States!

Whatever happened at Paris the Germans were sure
not to be pleased with it. A good deal of false sympathy
has been wasted on the penitent German of 1919 who had
failed to wreak his will in annexations and indemnities
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on a defeated Europe, and who, if measured by his own
standards, certainly got off very easily at Paris. What a
victorious Germany would do in the east was seen, less
than a year before the armistice, in the treaty of!Brest-
_Litovsk.' What she would have done in the west is, for-
tunately, exemplified in no such document, but her am-
bitions were stated in Pan-German and semi-official form
throughout the war, and an official formulation of 1917
has recently been revealed in the “ War Memories ” of
Ludendorff,! including a huge war indemnity from France,
a protectorate over Belgium, “strategic and economic
rectification” of the French frontier, which was another
name for the seizure of the iron-mines of Briey and
Longwy and unconquered border fortresses like Verdun.
This was the least for which Germany hoped, and vic-
tory on the Marne or the Somme or at Verdun might
have meant far more. In the face of the German war
aims the Allies might well be astonished at their own
moderation. Accepting at the armistice the principles
proposed by the American president, they exacted no
indemnity, enforced only moderate restorations, nearly
all of them definitely agreed to by Germany in advance,
and preserved the unity of an empire founded by force
and conquest. The world had certainly moved since
Vienna—it had even moved far since Brest-Litovsk and
the German terms of 1917. And the most decisive ele-
ment in that advance had been furnished by the United
States, both through its military aid in the war and
through its insistence on a peace of justice as the best
preventive of future wars of revenge.

The western frontiers of Germany include the problems
of Schleswig, the Belgian border, Luxemburg, Alsace-

11, p. 320 (London, 1920).
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Lorraine, the Left Bank of the Rhine, and the Saar
valley. Let us review them briefly in this order.!

ScHLESWIG

The new boundary between Germany and Denmark
was one of the simplest problems presented to the con-
ference and one which most readily reached a just solu-
tion. Like every region on the circumference of the Ger-
man Empire this had been an area of dispute for many
centuries, the dispute being settled in Germany’s favor
by the war with Denmark in 1864 and the subsequent
annexation of the duchies of Schleswig and Holstein to
Prussia. A clause was inserted in the treaty of 1866
that the “inhabitants of North Schleswig shall be again
united with Denmark if they should express such a desire
by a vote freely given.” This promise Prussia never
made any pretense of carrying out, and while Denmark
had not joined in the Great War, the conference lent a
sympathetic ear to her claims for justice. The treaty
provided for a popular vote by zones under an interna-
tional commission, and the result of these votes, held in
the spring of 1920, was to give the northern zone to Den-
mark and the southern to Germany. It was origmally
proposed to have a third zone which included territory
farther to the south, but the Danish Government was
timid on this point, fearing lest the thrifty farmers might
try to vote themselves out of the German Empire to
escape the fiscal burdens left by the war, only to form a
recalcitrant German-speaking minority as soon as they
got into Denmark. Such fears proved groundless, for
the voting followed linguistic rather than economic lines,

1 For a fuller discussion of these matters, see Haskins and Lord, “ Some Prob-
lems of the Peace Conference "’ (Cambridge, 1920), Chape. I1I-IV.
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and Danish influence in the middle zone was probably
weakened by the elimination of the southern zone from
the plebiscite.

The Schleswig clauses of the treaty were elaborated by
a commission of ten, which, starting from the principle of
determination by popular vote, had merely to work out
the method and extent of its application. Delegations
were heard from Denmark and from the disputed terri-
tory. The general policy of the commission, which was
. unanimous on all its recommendations, was to make the
popular consultation as broad and fair as possible, even
to the extent of allowing a vote in the third zone, which
was finally stricken from the treaty. The basis of the
settlement has generally been regarded as just, and the
final elimmation of this question from the field of con-
troversy may well be viewed as one of the distinct tri-
umphs of the conference.

BeLGiuM

The Belgian frontier, which raised less important is-
sues than the Danish, was handled by the same com-
mission. Here Prussia’s annexations had been made in
1815, and she had recently used them to prepare her at-
tack on Belgium’s neutrality by building strategic rail-
ways through a sparsely inhabited region and by con-
structing a great military camp at Elsenborn, near the
Belgian border. Some thousands of the inhabitants
continued to speak French, and the whole region was
closely connected with Belgium. By the treaty the
circles of Eupen and Ma.[medy, with a population of
61,000, as well as the minute border territory of Mores-
net, which had been ruled jointly by Belgium and Prus-
sia, were handed over to Belgium, partly on the score of



44 WHAT REALLY HAPPENED AT PARIS

reparation and of security against future attack. The
interests of the people were covered very vaguely by a
clause which required the Belgian Government to open
registers in which written protests might be made by
such inhabitants as opposed the cession. This was the
provision of the first draft, but, on the initiative of its
two American members, the commission of June 7 unan-
mously recommended a modification, so that the duty
of securing a free and secret expression of the desires of
the population should fall to delegates of the League of
Nations rather than to the government immediately in-
terested. Unfortunately, this change failed of embodi-
ment in the final draft of the treaty. The result was a
dispute in which Germany has accused the Belgians of
keeping the registers in such a way as to avoid protests
and intimidate protestants, and Belgium has accused the
German Government of exerting local pressure; but the
Council of the League of Nations, to which the Germans
appealed, rightly decided that it had no jurisdiction to
interfere. I have no first-hand knowledge of the merits
of this dispute, but under the procedure recommended
by the Paris commission the Germans would have had
no excuse for their protest, and the Belgian title would
have escaped any possible question in the future.

In general, this change of frontier was of minor im-
portance for Belgium, whose interests at the conference
were concerned rather with reparation and with her re-
Iations to Holland.

LuxeEMBURG

In the case of the grand duchy of Luxemburg the only

problem concerned the customs frontier, not the political
boundary. It is a quaint bit of Old World life, this di-
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minutive state of a thousand square miles and 260,000
inhabitants, with its ancient castles and its modern
blast-furnaces, with its independent grand duchess and
its people whose national song expresses their desire to
“remain what they are.” Situated between Germany
and France, in a position of great strategic importance,
so small a state must inevitably gravitate in one direc-
tion or the other, and until the armistice it gravitated
toward Germany. Its dynasty was German, its rail-
roads were German, it was a member of the German
customs union. At the outbreak of the war Germany
violated its neutrality, which she had promised by treaty
to respect, and seized its railways for use against France
and Belgium, though she was bound by treaty not to use
them for military purposes. Indeed, Luxemburg was
the vital connection between the two wings of the Ger-
man army in their invasion of France. German princes
and generals were well received by the reigning duchess,
and throughout the war Luxemburg was swallowed up
m Germany and cut off from the outside world, while
popular leaders, like Priim, languished in German pris-
ons. No wonder the Germans were not allowed to keep
the railroads which they had turned from their proper
purposes, no wonder the Luxemburgers denounced the
customs union with their defeated neighbors. This the
peace treaty confirmed, and this was all that it required.
Some months thereafter, after a sharp campaign between
Belgian and French interests, the people, by this time
under a new grand duchess, voted for a customs union
with France.
ALSACE-LoRRAINE

Alsace-Lorraine took little of the time of the peace
conference. This would have seemed strange at any time



46 WHAT REALLY HAPPENED AT PARIS

during the war or the generation which preceded it, for
Alsace-Lorraine was an open wound which, in President
Wilson’s phrase, “had unsettled the peace of the world
for nearly fifty years.” It was not a direct cause of the
war, but it became a burning issue as soon as the war
broke forth, and it remained one of the chief obstacles to
any peace of compromise. But the problem of Alsace-
Lorraine was settled by the Allied victory and evacua-
tion required by the armistice, and these military acts
were sealed by the enthusiastic reception of the French
troops immediately thereafter. There was no way of
reopening the question at the conference, for the Ger-
mans had accepted President Wilson’s eighth point re-
quiring that the wrong done to France should be righted,
and by their enforced evacuation they were no longer in
a position to delay or to interfere.

Nevertheless at Versailles Germany put up a last fight
for the retention of these territories, tied up as they were
with Germany’s imperial tradition, with her strategic
position, and with her supply of iron ore. She demanded
that there should be a popular vote. For this there was
no legal ground, the language of President Wilson speak-
ing only of the wrong done to France, and the armistice
having assimilated Alsace-Lorraine to other occupied ter-
ritories. Nor could Germany point to her past record as
justification, for she had gone directly in the face of
popular opinion in 1871, expressed most formally in the
protests of the representatives of these three depart-
ments in the French Chamber at Bordeaux, and had from
that time on refused any popular consultation on the
question. But consistency was not an obstacle in the
. Germany of 1919, and a referendum was her last hope.
To this the French objected on principle, declining to
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recognize the rightness of the act of 1871 by any form of
voting to undo it. There were also grave practical ob-
jections of justice because of the emigration of perhaps a
half million Alsatians and the incoming of nearly as
many Germans from beyond the Rhine, quite apart from
the effects of war in a region whose man-power had been
ruthlessly sacrificed for German imperialism. No im-
mediate plebiscite could be just, and any postponement
m this particular region might work even greater wrong.
Perhaps the French would have been wise to call a large
representative assembly by which some formal expression
of opinion might have been made and later objections
thus forestalled.

Since the signing of the treaty the secret propaganda
of the German Heimatdienst has been active in Alsace-
Lorraine, keeping alive German feeling where it still ex-
ists and in particular fomenting a so-called Neutralist
movement for the separation of this region as a neutral-
ized state under the protection of the League of Nations.
Propaganda of this sort has begun to appear in American
newspapers, and should be received with the caution with
which we learned to treat German propaganda during the
war. It is amusing to hear from such sources of a “na-
tional”’ movement in Alsace-Lorraine; for this region,
chiefly German in speech, has no traditions of separate
life or national independence, and was not even allowed
by the Germans to become a federal state of their empire.
Whatever the strength of any movement for autonomy,
it is in no proper sense ‘‘national.”

With the major question of the return of the lost prov-
inces to France settled in advance, the Paris conference
had only to deal with matters of detail, such as naturally
arise in a retrocession from one country to another. A
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draft of such clauses was submitted by the French and
referred by the council of four to the special committee of
three, Messrs. Tardieu, Headlam-Morley, and Haskins,
which had already been at work on the Saar valley.
The clauses were examined point by point by economic
and legal experts, and various modifications were In-
troduced in detail with reference to other portions of
the treaty. The clauses respecting citizenship are par-
ticularly complicated, and much depends upon the spirit
of liberality with which these and the economic clauses
are interpreted by the French administration. One
of the matters which occasioned most debate was the
relation between the port of Strasburg and that of Kehl,
across the Rhine in Baden, for the Germans were under-
stood to have retarded the natural development of
Strasburg to the advantage of Kehl, and several years
would be required to bring the facilities on the Alsatian
side forward to a corresponding point. It was finally de-
cided to place the two ports together for seven years,
to be extended, if necessary, for three years longer, with a
free zone in each port, under the international authority
of the Central Rhine Commission, whose control over the
Rhine was given a more international character by the
treaty. In the discussion over the port of Kehl one of
the American advisers remarked to a French minister:
“The simplest solution would be for you to dig a new
channel for the Rhine east of Kehl, which would then be
permanently united with the Left Bank!” The minister
took the suggestion seriously and needed to be privately
informed of the danger of misunderstanding the American
form of humor. '
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THe Lerr Bank

So far the boundary changes considered have been rela-
tively simple, the moving of a line backward or forward
on the map, followed by all the machinery of govern-
mental administration. When we come to the questions
of the Left Bank and the Saar we meet with various pro-
posals for separating the economic and military from the
political frontier and for introducing elements of inter-
national control over regions in some measure interna-
tionalized.

By the Left Bank of the Rhine is commonly meant the
 territory of the German Empire lying west of the river
between Alsace-Lorraine and the Dutch frontier, in all
about ten thousand square miles with five and a half
million inhabitants—about the same number as the
State of Illinois. The greater part of this territory belongs
to Prussia, which acquired it from the French in 1814,
while the French themselves had first taken it, with some
minor exceptions, from its many previous lords only
twenty years earlier. - It is a great industrial region, not
unlike Pennsylvania. It was also a military region, rich
in munition factories and fortresses and strategic rail-
roads planned to support German military enterprises to
the westward. And it is a thoroughly German region in
speech and government and economic life, closely bound
to the lands beyond the Rhine.

France had shown interest in the Left Bank in the
early days of the war, and it formed the subject of a
secret agreement with the Czar’s government in February,
1917. Downright and immediate annexation was not
commonly proposed, but many desired ultimate annexa-
tion, prepared by military and economic control. Thus
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the agreement with Russia required the complete separa-
tion of the Left Bank from Germany as an autonomous
and neutral state, to be occupied by French troops until
all the terms of the final treaty of peace had been ful-
filled. It was expected that this occupation would be
long, and the buffer state might remain in the French
customs union still longer, with perhaps a favorable
plebiscite for permanent union with France. In other
words, the political frontier of France remaining for the
present very much as before, its economic and military
frontiers were to be advanced to the Rhine. Part of this
policy was traditional interest in the region of the Rhine,
part of it was plain imperialism, economic or political,
but much was legitimate self-defense on the part of
France against German invasion. Such a programme had
much support in France during the conference, and it
gained prestige from its strong advocacy by Marshal
Foch, commander-in-chief of the victorious Allies. His
plan, as sketched just after the armistice, comprised the
moving of the German frontier back to the Rhine, an
independent régime for the Left Bank, and the occupa-
tion of the Rhine bridges until the full execution of the
terms of peace. Such a plan was approved, before the
opening of the peace conference, by the Committee on
Foreign Affairs of the French Chamber.

The idea of a separate buffer state had never been ac-
cepted by England; indeed, English approval had been
publicly withheld by Mr. Balfour in 1917, and Mr.
Lloyd-George had frequently repeated: “We must not
make another Alsace-Lorraine.” The creation of such a
state was consistently opposed by the United States as
contrary to the best interests of the population and the
conditions of the armistice and as a source of future
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wars. To the French, on the other hand, some special
military guarantee on the Left Bank seemed an essen-
tial part of the peace which had been won at such terri-
ble cost. Twice within half a century Germany had in-
vaded France, and it was a universal French demand
that this should be prevented for the future. Granting
that Germany was the larger and more populous coun-
try, the only defense seemed to push back her favorite
field of concentration and to meet her by an advanced
line before she could reach the French and Belgian
border. More than once it was pointed out that England
was protected by the sea, all the more since the surrender
of the German fleet, and America by the Atlantic Ocean,
but that France was exposed to the full first shock of
German attack. The defense of the Rhine, it was argued,
concerned not merely France but western civilization.
If the League of Nations was mentioned, the futility of
the Hague tribunal was called to mind, as well as the
vain attempts at mediation in 1914. At best, its action
would be slow, and France might be overwhelmed in the
interval. Inter-Allied control of the Rhine bridges might
be a sufficient precaution, as was urged in a brilliant
French memoir of February 25, 1919, but that inevitably
carried with it a certain degree of separation of the Left
Bank from Germany.

This debate, one of the most fundamental of the peace
conference, lasted off and on for six months. The ne-
gotiations have been traced from a French point of view
by M. Tardieu,! one of the participants who was responsi-
ble for several able memoirs in which the French argu-
ment was set forth. Nothing has been printed by the
British or American negotiators, and as the matter was

! L' Ilustration, February 14, 1920.
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handled by a small group of plenipotentiaries, their part
of the story must be awaited. Both sides were firm, and
the result was a compromise. France gave up the sepa-
rate state of the Left Bank but secured occupation by an
inter-Allied force for fifteen years as a guarantee of exe-
cution of the treaty. In return Great Britain and the
United States offered to come to the aid of France in
case of an unprovoked attack by Germany, an agree-
ment, however, which was valid only if ratified by both
countries, and the United States Senate has not yet
ratified it. On one set of provisions there was no essen-
tial difference of opinion, the demilitarization of the Left
Bank. Germany agrees to maintain no fortifications
west of the Rhine or in a zone of fifty kilometres to the
east thereof, and to assemble no armed forces in this
whole region; any violation of these provisions shall be
regarded as a hostile act against the signatory powers and
“as calculated to disturb the peace of the world.” Ac-
cordingly Germany’s military frontier now lies fifty
kilometres east of the Rhine; her political and economic
frontiers remain unchanged, save for the control of Rhine
navigation by an international commission, and subject
" temporarily to the occupation of the Left Bank and the
Rhine bridge-heads as a guarantee of executing the treaty
she has signed. Another temporary change in the Saar
valley will be considered Iater.

The result failed to satisfy extremists of either sort.
Marshal Foch stood out for the separation of the Left
Bank and opposed the final settlement as inadequate in a
plenary session of the conference, May 6, which was not
reported in the press. This view of the necessity of geo-
graphical and military, as opposed to political and pre-
ventive, guarantees has naturally had many advocates
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in France with the failure of the United States to accept
the special treaty. Opponents of M. Clemenceau have
insisted, that this tenacious negotiator yielded too much
to England and the United States. On the other hand,
radical critics of the peace held up their hands at what
they called a military alliance of these countries with
France, overlooking the very significant pomnt that as-
sistance was to be given only in case of an unprovoked
attack. If France provokes the attack she goes alone.
If Gerrhany without provocation attacks France, she re-

‘the aggression of 1914 and brings on a general war.
TheQnere existence of such an ob[xgatxon would have
prevented war in 1914; if ratified, its existence ought to
prevent such a war again. By this time the world ought
to have learned that the Franco-German frontier is not
merely a local question but an international matter, for
peace between France and Germany is a condition of
world peace. It is well known that there is an important
group in Germany whose declared object is a new war of
revenge against France. It is in the world’s interest
that this movement should fail, and the best method to
defeat it is, first, the avoidance of provocation on the
part of France, and, second, a united front against un-
provoked aggression. The fifteen years of inter-Allied
watch on the Rhine may be gradually reduced if Ger-
many executes the treaty faithfully. The Anglo-American
guarantee will prove superfluous if Germany refrains
from unprovoked aggression, And the permanent de-
militarization of the Left Bank remains as a warning to
militarists of all countries that frontiers bristling with
forts and armies are not the safest guarantees of inter-
national peace.
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THE SAAR VALLEY

One corner of the territory of the Left Bank formed a
problem by itself, namely, the Saar valley in the south-
western part of Rhenish Prussia and the Palatinate
along the northern edge of Lorrame. A pleasant region
of farm and forest under the old régime, its importance
then was chiefly military, through the use of its bridge-
heads for the defense of Lorraine and for an advance
eastward. In more recent tmes it has become highly
industrialized, thanks to its important deposits of cbal.
Its furnaces and iron works support a dense populrtion
in its towns; its coal-mines produced before the war
17,000,000 tons a year, 8 per cent of the enormous coal
output of the German Empire. Its western portion,
about Saarlouis, became French with the foundation of
“this fortress by Louis XIV; its eastern part, about Saar-
briicken, where the coal chiefly lay, had been in French
hands only from 1793 to 1815. It had all been considered
sufficiently French to be left to France in the prelimmary
peace of 1814, but had been taken away in the following
year and handed over to Prussia, which coveted its
bridge-heads and its coal-mines. The frontier of 1814
continued to have its advocates mm France until the
Franco-Prussian War set back the French frontier still
farther; and the recovery of Alsace-Lorrame in the Great
War once more revived French claims on the Saar.

These claims differed in territorial extent according
to the point of view. The historic frontier of 1814 would
have returned to France 250 square miles, with 355,000
inhabitants, including the area producing about two-
thirds of the coal mmed north of the new boundary of
Lorraine. An economic frontier which included all of
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the coal deposits of the Saar and the district directly de-
pendent upon them would have included an area more
than twice as large, and the frontier of 1814 would have
disrupted this economic unit. A strategic frontier, drawn
so as to protect the mining territory and the approaches
to Lorraine, would have extended still farther to the
north and east. The strength of these several claims
was also different. The frontier of 1814 had been vio-
lIated by Prussian annexation in the following year, but
It was not an ancient boundary, had never, in fact, been
laid out on the spot, and had been in abeyance for more
than a hundred years. The inhabitants nearly all spoke
German, and while it was alleged that many thousands
of them had French sympathies, this statement was, in
the nature of the case, incapable of verification at the
time. The military frontier had much to commend it on
purely strategic grounds, but no merit on the ground of
history or the desires of the local populations whom it
would annex, while its importance was diminished by the
demilitarization of the Left Bank. The economic fron-
tier, on the other hand, involved a new element, that of
reparation, for the coal-mines of northern France had been
wantonly and systematically destroyed by the German
authorities as a means of wrecking French industry and
delaying its revival; and German coal-mines were the
most appropriate equivalent, especially those of the Saar,
which lay within a dozen miles of the new French fron- -
tier and were almost wholly the property of the Prussian
and Bavarian states. The economic claims were the only
ones for which a basis could be found in the agreed basis
of the peace as stated in President Wilson’s Fourteen
Points and other utterances. Here the justification was
clear and unmistakable, both in the eighth point, which
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provided for restoration of the devastated territory of
France, and in the pre-armistice agreement for full com-
pensation of damage done to the civilian population and
their property. In order, however, to square with the
basis of the peace, such material compensation must not
involve the political annexation of unwilling populations.
The problem of separating the mines from the people who
lived over them was thus created, and it was not a sim-
ple one.

Annexation in the Saar valley had not appeared in
any of the published statements of the French war ams,
but both the mining area and the military frontier had
been included in the secret agreement with Russia in
1917, and the Freach desires, as formulated in a note of
M. Briand, January 12, had been made known to the
British Government in the course of the same year.
The frontier of 1814 was urged by the Committee on
Foreign Affairs of the Chamber shortly after the armis-
tice, and it was understood that Marshal Foch desired
a military Iine well beyond it. The French plenipoten-
tiaries took their time about formulating their demands
in this district, and it was not till March 27, 1919, that
their plan was laid before the council of four. This in-
cluded political annexation up to the frontier of 1814,
with full ownership of the mines, but only the mines, in
the adjoining districts beyond. President Wilson ac-
cepted the validity of French claims to coal from the
Saar, and was early convinced that the ownership of the
mines was the surest method of securing just compensa-
tion, but he did not admit the justice of political an-
nexation. The British, while favoring the transfer of the
mines, did not favor the frontier of 1814, which might
have created a new Alsace-Lorraine, with protesting dep-
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uties in the French Chamber; instead of direct annexa-
tion they preferred a larger autonomous state under
French protection. The difference of opinion was acute
and constituted one of the major points of disagreement
m the difficult days of early April.

Like the Left Bank the Saar was one of those questions
affecting closely the principal Allied powers which were
not referred to commissions but were reserved for the
special consideration of the council of four. Neverthe-
less, the members of this council were, on this matter, in
close touch with their advisers, and established a special
committee on April 2 which worked throughout the
month. Italy not being particularly interested, the com-
mittee consisted of representatives of three countries
only, Messrs. Tardieu, Headlam-Morley, and Haskins,
M. Tardieu presiding with the resourcefulness and skill
which he brought to all matters of the conference; and
the final draft of the treaty articles was the unanimous
work of the committee. It was aided by specialists, such
as geographers, mining experts, and legal advisers. On
the American side the work of Mr. David Hunter Miller

"was all-important at critical points in the negotiations, as
regards not only the drafting of specific clauses but also
m -all larger questions connected with the new form of
government. The determination of certain questions of
boundary was facilitated by a special visit to the dis-
trict.

The starting-point of the committee’s work was a
statement formulated on March 29 by Messrs. Headlam-
Morley and Haskins, with the assistance of Major
Douglas W. Johnson, and accepted by the council of
four. By this it was agreed in principle that full owner-
ship of the coal-mines of the Saar basin should pass to
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France to be credited on her claims against Germany for
reparation, and that the fullest economic facilities should
.be accorded for their exploitation, while the political and
administrative arrangements necessary to secure these
results should be the subject of further inquiry. In the
negotiations which followed, the French naturally sought
to secure as much as possible with the mines, while the
Americans sought to safeguard the rights and interests
of the local population. The British in general favored
intermediate solutions and worked steadily for a final
compromise. President Wilson remamed firm against
any form of annexation or protectorate, yet it soon ap-
peared that under Prussian political control the owner-
ship of the mines might easily be rendered valueless for
France. A French mandate which was suggested under
the League of Nations looked uncomfortably like an-
nexation, besides stretching the mandatory principle be-
yond its proper purpose. A commission of arbitration to
settle differences was shown to be inadequate to prevent
trouble so long as the region was governed from Berlin,
but it led to the final solution, elaborated from the Amer-
ican side, namely, a governing commission under the
League of Nations acting as trustee for fifteen years. In
the working out of this idea both President Wilson and
Mr. Lloyd-George had specific suggestions to make, and
took much interest in the clauses of the new form of gov-
ernment when they were examined in detail, with ex-
planations from members of the committee at meetings
in the president’s study. It is said that at the close of
one of these meetings when the general arrangements for
the new government had been approved, the prime
minister turned to the president and said: “ Mr. President,
I think we have got a very good plan here.” “Well,” the
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answer is said to have been, “why don’t you apply it to
Ireland ?”

The final result was a compromise which sought to
reconcile the French right to the mines and the inhabi-
tants’ right to local self-government. France failed to
secure the frontier of 1814 or any lesser form of annexa-
tion or protectorate; in gaining the holding of a plebi-
scite at the end of fifteen years to test the strength of
French sympathies in the basin, she gave up the subse-
quent ownership of the mines in any part of the territory
which should then become permanently German. Dur-
ing these fifteen years the Saar is included within her
economic frontier, where it naturally falls because of its
close relations to the iron-fields of Lorrame. The United
States stood throughout for a principle which also had
much support in France, namely, the mines without the
people. While accepting the largest possible facilities
for repairing the wrongs which France had suffered from
Germany, America successfully maintained the rights of
the local population, finally placed under the protection
of the League of Nations, which thus became a guarantor
of peace and justice on this portion of the Franco-German
frontier. As the latest and most authoritative history of
the conference, the British account, edited by Mr. Tem-
perley, remarks: “It is very difficult to see how the con-
flicting interests involved could have been reconciled
without some serious violation of justice, if the machin-
ery of the League had not been available for a solution.””!

The provisions respecting the Saar were bitterly as-
sailed in the German memoranda on the first draft of the
treaty, but, as in other instances, the Germans were
stronger in general denunciation than in effective criti-

1* A History of the Peace Conference of Paris" (London, 1920), vol. 11, p. 183.
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cism. Government of the Saar population by the League
of Nations was pronounced “odious,” but the conve-
nience and immediate certainty of this form of reparation
could not be denied, and no secure or acceptable guar-
antee was offered in its stead. The Allies replied that
they had chosen a form of reparation “which, by its ex-
ceptional nature will be, for a limited period, a definite
and visible symbol,” while at the same time “they in-
tended, by assuring themselves of the immediate posses-
sion of a security for reparation, to escape the risks to
which the German memoir itself has drawn attention,”
in emphasizing Germany’s mability to pay. At one point
the Germans made a helpful suggestion, namely, with re-
gard to the arrangements for repurchase of the mines in
territory which might vote in the plebiscite for reunion
with Germany, and this clause, originally designed to
enforce prompt action on Germany’s part, was modified
so as to bring it into harmony with the general reparation
clauses. The Germans made no constructive criticism of
the new form of government, and it was inferred from
this that the clauses had been drawn with sufficient care
to safeguard the essential interests of the population.
Like all settlements of a complex situation, the Saar
settlement has been criticised as too complicated; and,
like all compromises, it has been attacked from both sides.
Those who wanted the frontier of 1814 consider it inade-
quate; those who are soft-hearted toward Germany pro-
nounce it too severe. And because it is complicated and
requires for its understanding that unusual accomplish-
ment, the reading of a considerable section of the treaty,
many have condemned it without taking the trouble to
examine it. To my thmkimg, the Saar settlement is
fundamentally fair in principle, and its practical justice
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becomes clearer as we see the workings of reparation
elsewhere. Germany, with her large pre-war surplus of
coal, pays for the mines she has destroyed by handing
over other mines, which were, with small exception, the
government property of Prussia and Bavaria; and any
excess value is credited to her reparation account toward
a total sum which she declares herself unable to pay in
full. Those who wanted France to accept an engage-
ment to deliver a fixed amount of coal have been refuted
by the events since the conference, namely, the dimin-
ished coal production in Germany and the small quan-
tities actually furnished to France under other clauses to
which Germany affixed her signature. As other prospects
of reparation melt away, France holds one solid asset and
receives therefrom something of the coal so sadly needed
for the revival of her shattered industries. As I have
said elsewhere, a mine in hand is worth many contracts
to deliver. Those who pity Germany on account of the
Fourteen Points would do well to remember that the
Fourteen Points promised restoration to France, and that
this is a fundamental condition of any right and just set-
tlement. The Fourteen Points cut in both directions,
and should be applied when they run against Germany
as well as when they are in her favor. If in practice it
may be necessary to forego full restoration because of
Germany’s inability to pay what she owes under the
treaty, it is worth remembering that the Saar mines are
something which she was able to pay, out of the public
property of Prussia and Bavaria, and in the concrete
form where payment was definitely due and imperatively
needed. And the final decision respecting the govern-
ment of each part of the territory is based upon the vote
of its inhabitants as they may express their preference
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for France, Germany, or permanent internationalization,
a clear application of the principle of self-determination.

In the meantme the internationalized territory of the
Saar basin comprises about 700 square miles, with
650,000 inhabitants. The people retain “their religious
liberties, their schools, and their language.” During the
fifteen years while German sovereignty is suspended
they send no representatives to the Reichstag and the
Landtag, but they have local assemblies of their own.
They participate in the government to a much greater
degree than do citizens of our District of Columbia.
The administration is not unlike the commissions which
have been established in many American cities, only
this commission is appointed by the League of Nations
and is ultimately responsible to it. At present its five
members include a Frenchman as chairman, a native
of the Saar basin itself, a Dane, a Belgian, and a
Canadian, the last named, Mr. Waugh, having been
mayor of Winnipeg and representing in a peculiar de-
gree the general and transatlantic interest in the
maintenance of peace between France and Germany.
It is a long way from Winnipeg to Saarbriicken, but not
too long for one who cares for peace and justice.

What will happen in the popular referendum of 1935
will depend on the conditions of the moment as well as
upon the experience of the intervening years. The in-
habitants of the Saar basin are exempt from compulsory
military service and enjoy valuable economic privileges
which are sometimes envied by their French and German
neighbors. Last spring voters of certain neighboring
communes and cantons in Prussia petitioned the League
of Nations for incorporation in the new district, and there
is evidence that opinion in the district is favorable to its
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new government. In any event the vote fourteen years
hence is restricted to those resident in the territory at the
time of the ratification of the Treaty of Versailles, so
that all temptation to colonization is removed. It was
conjectured by many at Paris that the results of com-
mission government might prove so satisfactory that,
under the alternatives offered in the plebiscite, the major-
ity would vote to remain under the League rather than for
union with either France or Germany. Whatever jus-
tification of the Saar settlement this might bring, the
American participants will be content if its ends are ac-
complished during the fifteen years of League rule pro-
vided in the treaty. For that much depends on the ac-
tual workings of the League of Nations.

The settlement of Germany’s boundaries was by no
means a simple matter, and at times it strained the con-
ference almost to the breaking-point, but the task was
accomplished and embodied in a unanimous agreement.
Two considerations had to be kept constantly in mind:
justice to the local populations, in spite of the crimes of
the imperial government; and satisfaction to the well-
founded demands of Germany’s injured neighbors. These
two were not always easy to reconcile, and the different
points of view often represented very different personal
and national backgrounds. The discussion was frank, but
it was friendly, and we are informed by participants that
even at its most tense moments in the council of four it
never lacked the tone of mutual respect and good-will.!

1 This point deserves emphasis because the nature of the council's sessions
has been grossly misrepresented by a popular writer, Mr. J. M. Keynes, in an
effort to discredit the conference and its work (“ The Economic Consequences of
the Peace,” pp. 30-32). It is stated by the official interpreter, Captain Mantoux,
that Mr. Keynes never attended a regular session of the council of four; the con-

Y
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A treaty was possible only through the fundamental
agreement of Great Britain, France, and the United
States, and it can be maintained only by the continued
co-operation among these powers, which is an essential
basis for the world’s peace.

fused and furious gathering which Keynes describes in the large drawing-room of
the president’s house would appear to have been so rendered by the presence of
a large number of economic advisers like himself, specially called in for the oc-
casion. The real work of the council was done quietly and efficiently in President

Wilson's down-stairs study, and it is no service to the cause of truth or of peace
Vtoa-a'ttheoonmry.
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POLAND

BY ROBERT HOWARD LORD

Among the political problems that came before the
Peace Conference, the problem of the reconstruction of
Poland was one of the first to be taken up and one of the
last to be finished. Indeed, it is not altogether finished
even yet. It was also one of the gravest and thorniest
questions with which the Conference had to deal.

It was difficult because the eastern frontiers of Poland
could not be settled without reference to the Russian
Soviet Government, whose existence the Peace Confer-
ence could not pretend to ignore but never felt able to
recognize; and because the western frontiers of Poland
could not be fixed without taking a good deal of terri- ¥
tory from Germany; and taking territory from Germany
is very serious business. How serious it is may be judged
from the fact that German statesmen, from Bismarck to
Biilow, have been unanimous in declaring that Prussia’s
very existence depended upon maintaining her estab-
lished _frontier in the east. Prince Lichnowsky wrote,
not long before the armistice, that: “The Polish question
constitutes for Germany the gravest question of the war
and of the peace—far graver than the fate of Belgium.

With it stands or falls the position of Prussia as a
great power, and therefore that of the Empire.” And it
may as well be remarked at once that no other part

of the territorial arrangements made at Versailles has
67
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caused so much anger in Germany as the Polish settle-
ment, and scarcely any other part has been more fre-
quently denounced by the critics of the peace treaties
outside Germany.

In the case of Poland, as of most other territorial prob-
Iems, the Peace Conference proceeded from the principle
that in the Europe of to-day the frontiers that are most
likely to prove just, satisfactory, and durable are those
that conform to ethnographic divisions; state boundaries
ought, as far as possible, to follow the lines of cleavage
between nationalities. Whether this is-a sound principle
I cannot undertake to discuss here. (It may be that the
doctrine of the rights of nationality has been enormously
exaggerated; self-determination may be a false and mon-
strous idea; it may be that economic needs or his-
toric rights or long-established political connections
ought to be the chief considerations in determining
boundaries. But it must be recalled that nationalistic
ideas have been the most important factor in reshaping
the map of Europe in the last hundred years; that most
of the wars of the past century have been due to the de-
sire of so many peoples to gain national independence or
national unity; and that during the World War nearly
every one seemed to applaud such utterances of President
Wilson’s as the speech before Congress in which he said:
“Self-determination is not a mere phrase. It is an im-
perative principle which statesmen will henceforth ignore
at their peril. . . . Every territorial settlement involved
in this war must be made in the interest and for the bene-
fit of the populations concerned, and not as a part of any
mere adjustment or compromise of claims amongst rival
states.” At all events, it seems to me the most distinc-
tive mark of the Peace Conference at Paris that, more
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systematically, more completely, and upon a far larger
scale than at any previous peace congress, it attempted
to remake the map of Europe upon the basis of the rights
of nationality. Its territorial work must be judged with
reference both to the validity of that principle in itself
and to the degree of honesty and intelligence with which
it applied that principl@

Already before the Conference assembled, the Allied
and Associated Powers had in general terms defined their
attitude toward the Polish question. In the thirteenth
point of the famous fourteen, Mr. Wilson had declared
that “an independent Polish state should be erected
which should include the territories inhabited by indis- *
putably Polish populations, which should be assured a
free and secure access to the sea. . . .” The prime min-
isters of Great Britain, France, and Italy, in their dec-
laration of June 3, 1918, had also affirmed that “the
creation of a united and independent Polish state with
free access to the sea constitutes one of the conditions of
a sglid and just peace and of the rule of right in Europe.”
ﬁhh&se declarations, however, admitted of a consider-

latitude of interpretation. There was much room to
discuss what constituted an “indisputably Polish popula-
tion”; which territories really contained such a popula-
tion; and what was meant precisely by “free and secure
access to the sea.”” When called upon to apply their
formula in concrete cases, the principal Allied and Associ-
ated Powers had ample opportunity to, and in fact fre-
quently did, manifest rather divergent tendencies with
regard to the solution of Polish problems.

One may define the tendency of French policy as-being
on the whole extremely favorable to Poland. It was not
Tvariably so, for in the dispute over Teschen France was
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consistently and vigorously on the side of the Czechs
against Poland; and with regard to the eastern frontier
there was a very evident desire on the part of the French
representatives to keep the aspirations of the new ally,
Poland, within Iimits that would, not irrevocably an-
tagonize the old ally that might some day be won back
"—Russia. But, with these restrictions, France was for a
Poland “grande et forte, trés forte,” as M. Pichon de- -
lared. And for obvious reasons. France and Poland, the
o states that have gained most territory at Germany’s
expense, are, quite apart from their old and well-estab-
 ished mutual sympathies, in the very nature of things
bound together almost indissolubly by their common
*inter&st in upholding the new settlement. A Poland
“grande et forte” may become “a new France on the
east of Germany,” doubling the strength of the France
on the west.

Rather different was the tendency of Engl While
committed to, and doubtless sincerely ®nxious for, the
restoration of an independent Poland, she did not appear
to be particularly concerned that it should be a large or
a strong one. Indeed, I thnk I may say, for it is an open
secret, that in the case of almost every question that came
up England’s attitude was less favorable toward Polish
claims than that of any other Power, and the Poles are
accustomed to ascribe most of their diplomatic disasters
at Paris to Mr. Lloyd George. Why this was so I cannot
adequately explain. I am inclined to think it was pri-
marily because England regarded Poland as a liability
rather than an asset. Poland was a weak country, set

| down between a hostile Germany and a no less unfriendly

Russia. The defense of such a state was likely to be
something of a burden for the signatories of the peace
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treaty; the more contested territories you assigned to
it the greater were the chances of getting into trouble on
its account; and England seems to have had little desire
to increase her responsibilities unnecessarily in behalf of
a state that was a natural client of France but of no
special interest to herself.

e Italians were in general disposed to favor Polish
claims, but not to advance themselves very far or to
fight very hard in support of them. The Japanese
scarcely intervened at all in these questions. As for the
Americans, I think I may say that the president and his
advisers, while very friendly and sympathetic toward
Poland, viewed her problems primarily from the stand-
point of the general principles involved. The chief
Polish historian of the Peace Conference has done us
the honor of saying that America obviously desired that
Poland should get neither too much nor too little, but
just what belonged to her. .

Such seems to me to have been the general attitude of
the several Powers toward the Polish question. But I
should like to emphasize that whatever divergences ap-
peared related to secondary matterﬁdlm';he great Powers .
were agreed on the fundamental propositions that there
should be an independent Polish state, including Russian,
Austrian, and Prussian Poland alike and possessing as-
sured access to the sea, and that its boundaries should be
settled chiefly upon the ethnographic basig:™

For the elaboration of detailed proposals as to the
frontiers of the new state, the Supreme/Council, about the
end of February, appointed a commission on Polish af-
fairs, headed by M. Jules Cambon, who had been French
ambassador at Berlin down to the outbreak of the war.
This was one of the first, if not the first, of the territorial
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commissions to be appointed; and perhaps some account
of its methods of work may not be out of place here.

{ The commission received no detailed or precise in-
structions from the Supreme Council. Individual mem-
bers frequently sought and obtained directions from
their superiors on particular points, but, in the main, the
commission was left to work out its problems as it thought
just and right, always bearing in mind the general prin-
ciples adopted by the Peace Conference and whatever
each of us might know as to the views of our respec-
tive governments. And since there seems to be a wide-
spread opinion that at Paris the Fourteen Points were
from the start buried in oblivion, I should like to attest
that in the discussions about Poland, both in the com-
mission and before the Supreme Council, the particular
“point” among the fourteen that referred to Poland was
both the principle from which the discussion started and
to which appeal was made again and again. The Polish
commission made something of a record at least for in-
dustry. It sat from February to December; at some
periods 1t met nearly every day in the week and some-
times twice a day; it held more meetings, I think, than
almost any other commission of the Peace Conference.
Its task, of course, was simply to work out detailed prop-
ositions to submit to the Supreme Council; it was the
Ten or the Five or the Four who made the decisions.
Usually they accepted the proposals laid before them
without serious alterations; but there were several occa-
sions, as will be explained later, when the Supreme Coun-
cil very substantially modified or quite set aside the rec-
ommendations of the commission. .

The first and most important Polish question to be
taken up was that of the boundary on the side of Ger-
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many. How difficult that problem was can hardly be
appreciated without having made a close study of the
extraordinary intermixture and interpenetration of Poles
and Germans in the former eastern provinces of Prussia.
In these regions, almost all of which were originally
purely Polish in population, there was for centuries a
steady inflow of German immigrants even during the
period of Polish rule, and much more so after the annexa-
tion of Prussia. In the last half-century the Prussian
government has worked systematically to colonize these
provinces with Germans, spending over $100,000,000
for that purpose and endeavoring especially to build up
belts of German population that would separate the
Poles of Russian Poland from those of Posen or from
Danzig and the sea. Hence the ethnographic map of
these regions has become a very intricate mosaic. The
two peoples are everywhere intermingled; there are many
islands of German predominance surrounded by seas of
Slavs; and to draw a frontier that would separate the two
peoples in clean-cut fashion without leaving a large resi-
due of the one nation in the territories of the other is a
thing that simply cannot be done.

Another kind of difficulty arose from the nature of the
statistics with which one had to work. The only avail-
able statistics as to the numbers and distribution of the
two peoples in these territories were those issued by the‘
Prussian government; and it has been repeatedly demon-
strated by the most careful and painstaking investigations
that these statistics are often tendentious and “doc-
tored up,” and in some cases absolutely false and mis-
leading. They are too often designed to show that the
success of Prussia’s Germanizing policy has been greater
than is actually the case.

|
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On the other hand, it was to be considered that the
strength of Polish national feeling varied a good deal in
the different provinces of Prussia, and with it, presum-
ably, the desire of these different populations for separa-
tion from Germany and union with Poland. The prov-
imnces of Posen and West Prussia, for instance, had be-
longed to Poland right down to the partitions at the end
of the eighteenth century (save for one interval of a
century and a half in the case of West Prussia). It was
there that the racial struggle had been hottest in the
past half-century. In this case there could be little
doubt as to the sentiments of the Polish population. On
the other hand, Upper Silesia had been separated from
Poland for six hundred years; and although there had
been a considerable revival of Polish national feeling in
recent decades and much animosity between Poles and
Germans, still the case here was not so clear as in the
other two provinces just mentioned. Finally, in East
Prussia there was a large Polish-speaking population

- which had never been directly under Polish rule at all; a
population that was Protestant, unlike the overwhelming
majority of the Poles outside, and which had never

. shown any very marked signs of Polish national con-
sciousness. Such facts raised doubts whether all the
Poles in Prussia could fairly be treated in the same way
just because they were Poles. It was clear that many
Poles detested and abhorred Prussian rule, had been
badly oppressed under it, and would never be reconciled
to it; but it was equally apparent that other Poles had no
such feelings, and it was not easy to draw the line be-
tween such groups.

‘The commission on Polish affairs submitted its first
report to the Supreme Council about the end of March.
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This report recommended that the larger part of Posen
and of Upper Silesia should be transferred to Poland,
while leaving to Germany the western, predominantly
German-speaking districts of both territories. In both
the areas to be ceded to Poland the Poles formed about
two-thirds of the population (65 per cent), according to
the German census of 1910. ‘In addition, the commission
proposed to give to Poland the central and eastern zones
of the province of West Prussia, including both banks of
the lower Vistula and Danzig, the capital of the province.
This was the origin of the famous Polish “corridor to the
Baltic.” This “corridor” has been so much discussed
that it may not be out of place to enter a little fully into
the reasons that led the commission to propose it.

West Prussia, the province around the mouth of the
Vistula, occupies an area of such strategic importance
that for many centuries it has been a battle-ground be-
tween Germans and Slavs.’ It has been the meeting-
place, the point of intersection of two opposing streams
of colonization, the Polish current from south to north,
down the Vistula, and the German current from west to
east, along the coast of the Baltic. In this conflict the
south-to-north movement has been the stronger; the
Poles have succeeded in maintaining a continuous belt
of Polish-speaking territory extending through to the
Baltic, while the Germans have failed to bridge the gap
between Germany proper and the German colony in
East Prussia. The ethnographic map of West Prussia
showed the province roughly divided into three zones:
a German zone on the west, and another on the east,
along the right bank of the Vistula, while the central and
southeastern zone was predominantly Polish. This was
the primary reason for the construction of the corridor;
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the cession of this central zone to Poland was the only
arrangement that could fit the ethnographic situation,
the only arrangement that corresponded to the rather un-
fortunate way in which the German and Polish popula-
tions had become fixed in this region, as the result of cen-
turies of conflict.

But there was another important reason for the build-
ing of the corridor. Poland had been promised “a free
and secure access to the sea.” There seemed to be
strong grounds for holding that this “free and secure
access”’ could be obtained only across and through terri-
tory actually owned and controlled by Poland, and that
it could not be regarded as assured if the lower course of
Poland’s greatest river and the port at its mouth were
left in the hands of Germany. For Germany has always
been Poland’s chief enemy, and unless all prevision fails
is likely to remain so for a long time to come.

It was true that the proposed arrangement would have
the grave disadvantage of separatmg East Prussia from
the rest of Germany. But it was a case of choosing be-
tween two evils. Either East Prussia would have to
communicate with Germany by land across Polish terri-
tory (there would always be easy communication by sea)
or else Poland’s communications with the sea would have
to be across German territory. And were the two re-
spectxve interests comparable or at all commensurable?
Was it to be argued that the interest of the 2 ,000,000 }
Germans in East Prussia in having a land connection with
Ger'many ought to outweigh the interest of 25,000,000
Poles in having assured access to the sea?

Such considerations led the commission to propose the
corridor, and, it must be added, to propose to build it
somewhat broader than strictly ethnographic reasons
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would have warranted. (" For it was recommended that
the corridor should incl he city and district of Dan-
zig, although their population of about 300,000 is over-
whelmingly German, and also a narrow belt of German-
speaking territory around Marienwerder, on the east
bank of the Vistula. These were the only cases in
which the commission proposed a serious deviation from
an ethnographic frontier. In the case of Danzig it was
from the conviction that that city was the natural
port of Poland, and the only port in any sense available;
and that the only clean-cut solution of the problem
was to annex the city outright to Poland,j As for the
Marienwerder district it was argued that the possession
of that small area (the population is about 138,000) was
necessary in order to assure to Poland control of the
Iower Vistula and of the one direct railroad between
Danzig and Warsaw.

Fmally, it remained to deal with that southern zone
of East Prussia which is generally called the District of
Allenstein. Although the majority of the population
here was Polish in nationality, for reasons suggested above
it was to be doubted whether these Protestant Poles
really desired to be annexed to Poland as a strict inter-
pretation of the Fourteen Points would seem to have re-
quired. Hence the commission recommended that ‘the
fate of this terrftory should be referred to a plebiscite.

The set of proposals just outlined was agreed upon by
the experts of all the Powers represented in the commis-
sion after very long discussions and a good deal of give-
and-take on all sides. When these unanimous recom-
mendations were then submitted to the Supreme Council
it seemed for a time as if they would be accepted in toto.
It soon became evident, however, that Mr. Lloyd George
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was dissatisfied; he held that with the frontiers proposed
the number of Germans to be incorporated in Poland
was dangerously large, and ought, if ever possible, to be
reduced. As a result of a first intervention on his part
the Supreme Council decided that the Marienwerder dis-
trict should not be transferred to Poland outright, but
should also be subjected to a plebiscite.

Soon after the British prime minister proposed a sec-
ond change, of much greater consequence to the Poles,
in the matter of Danzig. President Wilson was persuaded
to agree to his suggestions; and Mr. Clemenceau, quite

certainly a t his own Inclinations, was mduced to
acquiesce. e upshot was an entirely new plan, which
was intend insure Poland’s economic interests in the

port of Danzig and at the same time to avoid the incon-
venience of annexing that German-speaking city to Po-
Iand. According to this plan, Danzig and the small ad-
jacent district were to form a free city under the protec-
tion of the League of Nations. While with regard to most
internal affairs Danzig was to be quite sutonomous, it
was stipulated that the free city was to be included within
the Polish customs frontiers, and that its foreign relations
and the protection of its citizens abroad were to be in-
trusted to Poland. Poland also received the right of
freely using and of developing and improving all water-
ways, docks, and,wharfs within the territory of the free
city; and the oontrol and administration of the Vistula
River, and—subject to some restrictio f the railway,
postal, and telegraph systems of Danzig.\The details of
the arrangement were to be regulated by &'treaty between
Poland and the free city, the terms of which were to be
fixed by the principal Allied and Associated Powers.
With these modifications the proposals submitted by

<
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the commission on Polish affairs were incorporated in the
terms of peace communicated by the Paris Conference to
Germany on May 7, 1919. As is well known, the Ger-
mans returned a reply of vehement protest, objecting
particularly to the cessions demanded in favor of Poland
and especially to the threatened loss of Upper Silesia.
This led to something of a crisis in Paris. The British
Labor party and every other element in England and
America that regarded the proposed terms of peace as too
draconic, made their voices heard; and Mr. Lloyd George,
after a visit to London, returned convinced of the neces-
sity of making concessions, whether in order to induce the
Germans to sign or in order to placate British labor. His
colleagues again to some extent gave way to him. Among
the concessions to the Germans that were then decided
upon, the most important, perhaps, related to Upper
Silesia.

It had originally been resolved to demand most of that
territory for Poland, because of the large Polish-speaking
majority (65 per cent for the whole area, and in not a few
districts 80 or even go per cent); and also because the
Silesian Poles seemed to have given sufficient proof of
their Polish sentiments and their desire for union with
the mother country. But it was not to be denied that the
loss of Upper Silesia would mean a very severe blow to
Germany. For this territory was one of the chief mining
centres and one of the most highly industrialized regions
of the former German Empire. Before the war it pro-
duced about 44,000,000 tons of coal a year, 1. e., 23 per
cent of Germany’s annual output, three times as much
as the Saar basin; and it also furnished 81 per cent of
her zinc, 34 per cent of her lead, and a very large part of
her steel and iron products. It could well be argued that
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so great a sacrifice could not fairly be proposed unless it
was certain that the majority of the population desired
union with Poland. And it was impossible to be quite
certain of that without putting the matter to a popular
vote. Hence the decision that in Upper Silesia, too, there
should be a plebiscite, and that in case the vote fell out
in favor of Poland, Germany should enjoy a treaty-right
to a certain amount of Silesian coal.

With this third important modification of the original
proposals, the Polish-German settlement assumed final
form and was embodied in the Treaty of Versailles. The
results may be summarized by saying that Germany has
been forced to cede to Poland about 16,750 square miles
of territory and about 2,900,000 people, i.e., about
three times the area and one and one-half times the
population of Alsace-Lorraine. Among the ceded popu-
Iations there are, according ‘to the last German census,
about 1,800,000 Poles and about 1,000,000 Germans,
1. €., a ratio of nine to five.

Plebiscites have already taken place in the Allenstein
and Marienwerder districts. In both cases the results
were overwhelmingly in favor of Germany, as was, in-
deed, to be expected; for in the Marienwerder district
there is a large majority of Germans and in Allenstein the
Polish-speaking majority is a backward, rural popula-
tion, very much under the control of German landlords,
pastors, and officials, and a population among which the
Polish national movement was only in its first faint be-
ginnings.

In Upper Silesia the plebiscite is to be held within the
next few months. Its outcome must be awaited with some
trepidation, for plebiscites have the drawback of raising
national animosities to fever pitch; there have already
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been two bloody outbreaks in Upper Silesia, and both the
contending peoples are desperately anxious not to lose
what is undoubtedly the richest territorial prize that re-
mains to be awarded.

Finally, it may be remarked that the treaty between
Poland and Danzig, which has been drawn up by the
Council of Ambassadors at Paris, has just been signed.
In the meantime there has been an unhappy amount of
friction between the Poles, the Germans of Danzig, and
the British high commissioner representing the League of
Nations. The Poles in Danzig are frequently mobbed;
in the face of the crisis threatening her very existence
last summer Poland found her one port virtually closed
to her through the animosity of the Danzigers and what
seems to me the very ill-advised action of the high com-
missioner—in short, it must be admitted that the com-
plicated arrangement about the free city of Danzig has
so far worked out rather badly.

The Peace Conference made no definitive arrangements
about Austrian and Russian Poland. In the case of the
former region there were two principal territorial dis-
putes. .The duchy of Teschen in Austrian Silesia, which
in spite of its small size is extremely valuable because of *
its excellent coking coal and its thriving industries, was
the object of a long controversy between Poland and
Czecho-Slovakia. After going through a great many
vicissitudes, this dispute was finally settled by a decision
of the Council of Ambassadors last summer, which, with
slight regard for the rights and the vehemently expressed
wishes of the Polish-speaking majority of the population,
awarded to the Czechs the whole mining region and the

. chief railroad line runnmg through the territory. As a
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portion of the town goes to Poland, but the western part,
with the_ railway station, goes to the Czechs; the electric-
light plant goes to the one state, but the gas-works to the
other, and I do not recall what has become of the munic-
ipal water-works. This judgment of Solomon is a curious
monument of the wisdom of diplomats.

Eastern Galicia, which was in dispute between the
Poles and the Ukrainians, also furnished the Peace Con-
ference with a complicated set of problems, into the de-
tails of which it is scarcely possible to enter here. The
Conference finally decided to leave Eastern Galicia under
Polish sovereignty, but as an autonomous province, with
ample guarantees for the national rights of the three and
one-half millions of Ukrainians, who form the majority
of the population, and with provisions for a plebiscite
twenty-five years hence. The Poles, however, have been
unwilling to accept these conditions, which, they affirm,
would only keep up unrest and agitation and would make
it almost impossible to govern the country. For the past
year the negotiation seems to have been at a standstill.
‘While the Poles are actually in possession of the prov-
ince, the ultimate fate of Eastern Galicia has not been
settled.

The Peace Conference also found itself unable to fix
the eastern bouundaries of Poland on the side of Russia.
The Allied and Associated Powers were not at war with
Russia; they had no desire to dispose of Russian territory
without Russia’s consent; and there was no recognized
Russian Government with which they could deal. It
was, indeed, possible to assume that Warsaw and the
adjacent region had been renounced by Russia, because
immediately after the revolution of March, 1917, the
government of Prince Lvov had spontaneously recognized
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the principle of “an independent Polish state including
all regions with an indisputable Polish ethnic majority.”
Unhappily, however, there lies between Poland and
Russia a large debatable zone where, because of the un-
reliability of our statistics and other data, it is difficult
to say what the ethnic majority is or what are the wishes
of a very illiterate and inarticulate population. At pres-
ent, it is almost impossible to say with certainty just
where ethnographic Poland leaves off and ethnographic
Russia begins.

The Peace Conference did, at all events, issue one pro-
visional declaration regarding this question—a declara-
tion that has been much referred to in recent months
and the nature of which has, I think, been much misun-
derstood.

Wishing to reduce the area of controversy and to make
it possible for the W arsaw Government to organize a
permanent administra:ion in that part of Russian Poland
that was certain to remain to it, the Conference on De-
cember 8, 1919, definel a provisional boundary for Po-
land on the east, including all the territory that could be
regarded as having “an indisputably Polish ethnic ma-
jority.” This was, in short, a kind of minimum [me.
Whatever lay to the west of it was to be considered as
belonging henceforth unconditionally to Poland. The
Conference expressly reserved, however, the claims Po-
Iand might have to territories east of this line; claims on
which the Conference did not feel able to pronounce and
which must therefore be left to future negotiations be-
tween Poland and Russia.

This provisional minimum boundary of December,
1919, has since become famous as the “Curzon line.” In
the crisis of the Polish-Bolshevist conflict last summer,
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Lord Curzon, acting for the British Government, at-
tempted to mediate peace on the basis of the acceptance
of this line as a definitive, permanent boundary. As this
would have involved the renunciation by Poland of
broad areas in which, it is claimed by the Poles, there are
majorities of Polish population, the Warsaw Government
staved off such a settlement, and finally, by the pre-
Iminary peace signed at Riga on October 12, it has se-
cured a boundary much farther east than the Curzon
line and much more advantageous.

The Treaty of Riga, while disposing of Bolshevist
claims to whatever lies west of the new frontier, has not
altogether settled the fate of Vilna, the largest city in
the ceded territory. Vilna and the region about it form
the subject of a long-pending dispute between Poland
and Lithuania. While fully reliable data are lacking
here, it would seem that the Pol%h claim is much the
stronger, if the question is to be settled chiefly with refer-
ence to the language and the prasumable desires of the
population. The case for Lithuania rests mainly on the
fact that Vilna was the historic dapital of the old Lithu-
anian state, and that the bulk of the population of this
region, though now decidedly Polonized, is probably
originally of Lithuanian stock.! Through the interven-
tion of the Allied Powers an attempt is now being made
to induce the two contending governments to decide the
question by a plebiscite.

Apart from this problem and that of Upper Silesia, and
barring the possibility of a new conflict with the Bol-
shevists, the frontiers of Poland are thus at last fixed.

1 According to the census taken by the Germans in 1916-17 the population
of Vilna (139,000) was made up of: Poles, 53.6 per cent; Jews, 41.4 per cent; and
Lithuanians, 2.1 per cent.
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As now constituted, the new state has an area of about
148,000 square miles, i.e., it is much larger than the
United Kingdom or Italy, and about three-fourths as
large as France. Its population, which cannot be fixed
with any certainty because of the chaos caused by the
war, is variously estimated at between twenty-seven and
thirty-two millions. At all events, Poland now ranks as
the sixth state of Europe, both in size and in popu-
Iation; and it may be considered by far the most im-
portant of the new states which the war has produced in
eastern Europe.

i
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THE END OF AN EMPIRE: REMNANTS OF
AUSTRIA-HUNGARY

BY CHARLES SEYMOUR

“If Austria did not exist, it would be necessary to cre-
ate her.” This diplomatic aphorism, coined by a member
of one of the very nationalities oppressed by the Haps-
burgs, had rung in the ears of European statesmen for
many decades. It had become almost axiomatic that the
union of Danubian territories was essential to the eco-
nomic welfare and political tranquillity of southeastern
Europe. There were few who did not recognize the ser-
vice performed for Europe by the Hapsburgs in holding
together regions naturally interdependent, and in ob-.
structing the advance up the Danube of that internecine
strife which has characterized the political habits of the
Balkans. The disruption of the Hapsburg empire would
threaten economic dislocation at the same time that it
would inflame the nationalistic jealousy and ambition of
the peoples that had been crushed under the Hapsburg
yoke. The prospect was regarded with a doubt that bor-
dered upon dismay even by the nations that were fighting
Austria in the Great War.

But the statesmen of the Peace Conference were con-
fronted by a condition and not a theory. However clearly
they recognized the dangers coincident with the disinte-
gration of Austria-Hungary, it was not for them to de-

cide. The question had already been settled by the
87
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nationalities of the dying empire, which in the last weeks
of the war had set up their own governments, contemptu-
ously brushing away the traditions of centuries. Austria-
Hungary as a political entity had crumbled like the
one-hoss shay, and the most solemn peace conference
maginable could not put her together again.

Such a disintegration had Iong been foreshadowed and
discussed. The empire had never been a nation, and
factors of union and disunion had always engaged in
fierce struggles. Ties of language and blood kinship,
which form the strongest elements of political integra-
tion, were lacking, and neither the political skill nor the
good fortune of the Hapsburgs succeeded in welding into
a single whole the myriad of peoples who had come to
sojourn in the regions that make up the modern Austria-
Hungary. The development of revolutionary organiza-
tion during the war was slow. It came first and most
effectively among the Czechs, who organized wholesale

desertion of Czech battalions from the Hapsburg armies

and the betrayal to the Allies of Austrian military secrets.

The Jugo-Slavs were more cautious. Especially after the
entrance of Italy into the war they showed themselves
suspicious of Allied propaganda, for they feared lest
emancipation from the Hapsburg yoke might become
simply the first step toward enslavement by Italy. Nor
were the Allies anxious, at first, to foster revolution, since
the disruption of Austria did not enter completely into
their diplomatic plans. But the growing conviction that
Austria had become the catspaw of Germany, combined
with the disgust of the subject nationalities, resulted in
the encouragerhent and the success of the revolution. In
1918 Czecho-Slovakia was recognized as an independent
Allied state. The newly formulated aims of the Jugo-
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Slavs for independence and union with Serbia were gen-
erally approved, and a cordial, though informal and tem-
porary, understanding with Italy was established.

With the surrender of Bulgaria, the rolling back of the
German tide in France, and the defeat of Austrian armies
on the Piave the revolution was inaugurated. Irresis-
tibly and with extraordinary quiet it gathered headway.
Hapsburg officials and organs of government were not
assailed, but simply passed over, and in their place arose
the provisional councils representing the nationalities.
Within the space of a month the artificial cement that
held the empire together had crumbled, loyalty to the
emperor had evaporated, and the overlordship of Ger-
mans and Magyars had been cast aside. The Tyrol and
Trieste were occupied by Italians; at Prague the new
Czecho-Slovak Government was solidified; in Croatia the
Jugo-Slavs seized the reins of power and prepared for
union with Serbia, while on the coast they took over the
Austrian fleet; in Galicia the Poles negotiated with the
new national government of Warsaw; in Transylvania
the Rumanians were greeted as liberators.

When the peace conference opened, therefore, the
empire of Austria-Hungary was a thing of the past. One
journalistic critic complains that the conference angrily
broke up Austria into jigsaw bits; but the accusation
betrays a wealth of ignorance and shows how much easier
it is to be critical than correct. The United States and
Great Britain would have been glad to create a federa-
tion of the Danubian nationalities which, without the
vices that had led to the fall of the Hapsburgs, might
have accomplished the economic integration and pre-
served the political order so essential to the tranquillity
and prosperity of southeastern Europe. The suggestion
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would have been no more effective than a tenor solo in a
boiler-shop. The nationalities would have none of it.
They had freed themselves, they were instinct with the
sense of their own capacity, bursting with nationalistic
ambitions, suspicious of any federation as likely to revive
the tyranny under which they had so long suffered. The
Conference lacked the right, as well as the power, to im-
pose union upon them. By virtue of the principle of self-
determination it was for the nationalities to determine
their own destiny, and if they preferred disunion no one
could deny them. The independent sovereignty of the
Czechs had been recognized; the union of the Poles of
Galicia with the mass of the nationality in Russia and
Germany was generally admitted; the right of Rumania
to Transylvania had been acknowledged; and there were
few inclined to dispute the union of the Serbs, Croats,
and Slovenes of southern Hungary, Austria, and Bosnia,
with their kinsmen in Serbia and Montenegro, although
the prospect was not hailed with enthusiasm by Italy.
It was true that the Allies and President Wilson had
declared that they had no intention of breaking up
Austria-Hungary, and the Fourteen Points had stipu-
lated merely the autonomy of the subject nationalities.
But as Mr. Wilson pointed out in his reply to the first
request of Austria for an armistice in September, 1918,
the face of circumstances had changed so rapidly that
mere autonomy had become insufficient; the sovereign
rights of the Czechs and the aspirations of the Jugo-
Slavs had been recognized. The Austro-Hungarian Gov-
ernment admitted its willingness to accept this change.
It might fairly be argued that in the division of Hapsburg
territory the new Austrian and Hungarian Governments
had a right to expect that the Peace Conference would
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allocate territory in the spirit of the Fourteen Points;
there was at least a strong moral obligation laid upon the
Allies to treat Austria and Hungary with the justice that
had been so eloquently voiced by President Wilson, al-
though in fact the armistice of November 3 had been con-
cluded so hastily that the Fourteen Points had apparently
been forgotten. But even so, the integrity of the ancient
empire could not be preserved.

The Peace Conference was, accordingly, placed in the
position of executor of the Hapsburg estate. The heirs
were generally recognized—Czecho-Slovakia, Poland, Ru-
mania, Jugo-Slavia, the new lesser Austria, lesser Hun-
gary, and Italy. The duty of the Conference was to de-
termine the character of the division. Even this had al-
ready been fixed in its broad lines, so that much of the
task of the peacemakers consisted simply in the deter-
mination of detailed frontiers. The task, however, was
not one which could be easily and satisfactorily accom-
plished. There were, it is true, two treaties in existence
which had mapped out the new frontiers of Italy and
Rumania in Austria-Hungary. The first of these, the
famous Treaty of London, had been signed in May, 1913,
and it was upon the basis of the promises therein made
that Italy had entered the war on the side of the Allies. :
The second treaty, signed in August, 1916, had assured '
Rumania generous frontiers in Hungary. But the United
States had not been party to either of these secret treaties,
drawn up before our entrance into the war, and had never
been officially informed of their existence. President
Wilson had gone on record as opposed to the approval of
secret treaties of any kind. Furthermore, the promises
made by France and England were by no means in ac-
cord with the new international ideals enunciated by
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Wilson and crystallized in the Fourteen Points. If Italy
and Rumania insisted upon holding the Allies to their
promises and if the United States delegation refused to
recognize the justice and the wisdom of carrying those
promises into effect, the Peace Conference obviously
would face a problem of the greatest difficulty.

It soon became clear that the heirs of the Hapsburg
empire would furnish no assistance to the Conference in
its task of territorial delimitation by entering into friendly
agreements among themselves. Each nationality viewed
affairs through the colored prism of its own ambitions.
When the Conference assembled in January, 1919, it was
confronted with the necessity not merely of drawing per-
manent boundary-lines but of composing the quarrels
that had sprung up between the different nationalities,
which threatened to break into open warfare. In Silesia,
Poles and Czechs each violently claimed the district of
Teschen with its invaluable coal-mines; in the Adriatic,
Italians and Jugo-Slavs were face to face; in southern
Hungary, in the Banat of Temesvar, the Rumanians and
Serbs stood ready to come to blows. Jugo-Slavs and
German-Austrians fought along the Drave; the Rumanian
army that had invaded Transylvania constantly advanced
and threatened to occupy and hold pure Hungarian ter-
ritory.

Such were some of the problems faced by the supreme
council of the Conference, in addition to the necessity of
making arrangements for the renaissance of normal eco-
nomic life, the transportation of food, the rehabilitation
of the railways, the opening up of river traffic, and the
resumption of coal-mining. At first the members of the
counci| of ten may have hoped themselves to settle these
boundary disputes. But it was not long before they
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realized that if they gave to each the time and study es-
sential to securing a just solution, their deliberations
would last for long months. And after all, the Austrian
problem was but one of many. Nothing was more strik-
ing than the sense of discouragement that manifested it-
self upon the faces of the statesmen of the great powers
as they Iistened to the claims and charges, the counter- -
claims and counter-charges presented to them by the
representattv& of the nationalities, so recently allied
In a common cause, now inflamed by the bitterest jeal-
ousy.

The hearings took place in Secretary Pichon’s study
in the Quai d’ Orsay, with its old pearly gray carpet marked
with red roses, its rich Gobelin tapestries, and high French
windows opening on to the perfect lawns of the foreign
office gardens. In the centre, behind the empire desk, sat
Clemenceau, squat, stolid, gray of face, his hands clasped
quietly, covered by the eternal gray gloves, on his counte-
nance an expression of bored tolerance. In his cynical
wisdom he had never believed that the end of the war
would bring the millennium; these nationalistic quarrels
seemed to him entirely natural, even though inconve-
nient. His arid humor, his biting sarcasm displayed in an
infrequent question, contrasted with the patient earnest-
ness of President Wilson, who sat upon his right, and to
whom, it is not uninteresting to note, the claimants ap-
pealed by their manner, if not in form, as the man of
justice upon whom their hopes rested. Next to the Amer-
icans sat Lloyd George and Balfour, perfect contrast.
The British prime minister, consumed with an electric
energy, always on the edge of his chair, questioning and
interrupting; Balfour, with his long legs outstretched, his
head on the back of his chair, eyes not infrequently
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closed, philosophic in his attitude, completely proof
against those sudden gusts of enthusiasm which some-
times assailed his chief. Next, on the right were the
Japanese, with features immobile as the Sphinx, enig-
matic as the Mona Lisa. Facing Clemenceau sat the
Italians: Orlando, florid in manner, eloquent in speech;
Sonnino, with eagle features, powerful nose, and jaw set
like a vise. In the corners were the secretaries. Behind
the principals sat the attachés and experts, with their
maps and tables of statistics, whispering corrections of
the ex parte statements which the delegates of the nation-
alities presented.

- The latter stood or sat before Clemenceau’s desk,
presenting the particular claims of their newly founded
or expanding states. There was the black-bearded Bra-
tiano of Rumania, rather moody, fighting for the treaty
of 1916, resentful of opposition. Or, contrasting type, the
young and smiling foreign minister of the Czecho-Slovak
Republic, Edward Benes, magnetic in manner, frank in
negotiation. He had done much to organize the revolu-
tion that swept aside the Hapsburgs and to build up the
Czecho-Slovak army in Siberia; his diplomatic skill had
combined with the solid honesty of President Masaryk to
win the recognition of the Allies for the infant state.
Then again the claimant would be the Pole, Dmowski,
with furrowed visage, clear logic, and power of satire
that wounded as effectively, though less ostentatiously,
as the scalding invective of Bratiano. Paderewski came
to Paris only late in the history of the Conference.
There also were the Serbs, the patriarchal Pachitch, with
white flowing beard, veteran of many a diplomatic bat-
tle in the Balkans, and the smooth-spoken Vesnitch, both
representing the Serbia of old, together with Trumbitch
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and Zholger, representatives of the newly freed Austrian
Jugo-Slavs. .

It is easy to mmagine the perplexity of the leading
statesmen of the Allies as they listened to the conflicting
claims. Districts of which they had heard but vaguely,
if ever, were discussed as though upon the fair apportion-
ment of each depended the entire security of the future.
The Banat, Teschen, Klagenfurt, many another name
which was soon to become familiar—how were the merits
of each contention justly to be adjudged? And where
the time for the study of details? Inevitably the council
adopted a suggestion, Iong mooted by Colonel House
and approved by President Wilson, as the latter appreci-
ated the time lost in fruitless debate, namely, that the
claims of the Austrian nationalities be heard by com-
missions of Allied experts, who should formulate reports
to be submitted to the Conference, and which when ap-
proved should form the basis of the treaties. On Feb-
ruary I, 1919, the council appointed the first of the terri--
torial commissions, whose function it was to reduce the
questions at issue in the matter of Rumanian boundaries
to the narrowest possible limits and to suggest solutions.
Shortly afterward other commissions were formed, with
similar purpose, to study Czecho-Slovak, Polish, and
Jugo-Slav frontiers, and in this way prepare the new map
to replace the Austria-Hungary that had been torn to
pleces.

The commissions that drafted the new boundaries were
composed of representatives of France, Great Britain,
Italy, and the United States, two delegates for each
power. The Europeans were generally professional
diplomats, taken from the foreign offices, and included
such well-known personalities as Jules Cambon, formerly
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French ambassador at Berlin; André Tardieu, Clemen-
ceau’s chief lieutenant and commissioner of Franco-
American affairs; Marquis Salvago Raggi, former Italian
ambassador to Berlin; and Sir Eyre Crowe, of the British
Foreign Office. They were supplemented by officials not
so well known, but qualified by their special study of the
problems to be settled.

The American representatives were for the most part
chosen from Colonel House’s “Inquiry,” men who had
spent the preceding fourteen months in gathering ma-
terials of all kinds, economic, political, geographic, and
historical, which would help to form a basis for just and
practicable boundaries. The Americans were naturally
at a great disadvantage in their lack of diplomatic experi-
ence; they were incapable of utilizing the time-worn
diplomatic tricks of negotiation, even had they been so
inclined. But the American representatives found them-
selves as well equipped with exact facts as any of the
foreigners. There is an incident that occurred in one of
the commissions that is not without interest and signifi-
cance. The commission had agreed to recommend a
certain frontier, but on studying this frontier the Amer-
icans decided that a change should be made. At the next
meeting the American delegate asked permission to in-
troduce an amendment to the boundary-line, stating
that he had with him the statistics which would, in his
opinion, justify the change. A foreign delegate said at
once: “I suggest that we accept the amendment without
asking for the evidence. Hitherto the facts presented by
the Americans have been irrefutable; it would be a waste
of time to consider them.”

In their labors the commissions followed the informal
methods of discussion inaugurated by the council of ten.
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They were presided over by the senior French delegate,
full minutes of the debates were taken by a joint secre-
tariat, and remarks were translated, since proceedings
were in both English and French. Informality was as-
sisted by the practice of smoking, without which their
labors would have seemed interminable. For the commis-
sions took their responsibility seriously and spared neither
time nor effort in endeavoring to secure ideal frontiers.
In general, it is fair to say that their decisions resulted
from honest study and were only slightly affected by
selfish political considerations. The American point of
view was that we had chief interest in securing a lasting
settlement which would guarantee tranquillity; absolute
Justice was desirable, not merely in the abstract but as
promising better chance of permanence. The American
propositions were accordingly characterized by greater
generosity toward the defeated nationalities—the Ger-
man-Austrians and the Magyars. So far as possible, the
Americans believed, the frontiers ought to be determined
by the distribution of the peoples, and the creation of
discontented groups of irredentists should be avoided.
Common sense and justice alike argued against the bar-
terings of peoples for political purposes.

The Europeans readily accepted this point of view in
theory, although at times they were affected by special
considerations. Both the French and British desired to
create a Czecho-Slovakia with easily defensible frontiers
and solid economic strength, even though it meant the in-
clusion in the state of a large number of Germans and
Magyars. Bohemia was looked upon as a bulwark
against a resuscitated Germany which might some time
in the future plan a new drive to the east. They also de-
sired adequate railway connections between the Czechs
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and the Rumanians, an ideal which compelled the ex-
tension of Rumanian boundaries beyond the Iimit that
strict justice might have required. They found it hard
to forget that the Austrians and Magyars were still the
“enemy”’ and easy to accord portions of their territory
to their friends, Rumania and Czecho-Slovakia.

The Italians, on the other hand, showed some tender-
ness toward the Austrians, except in the Tyrol, since they
were anxious to resume friendly commercial relations and,
especially, because of their desire to weaken the Jugo-
Slavs. For a time they supported the claims of Rumania,
based upon the secret treaty of 1916, presumably because
they wished to emphasize the validity of secret treaties,
for they themselves had been promised important ac-
quisitions by the secret Treaty of London of 1915. But
when the Americans declared that they had no official
knowledge of the treaty and that their decisions could
not be affected by promises made before America entered
the war, and of which they had never been informed, the
Italians accepted the situation and tended rather to op-
pose the extensive claims of Czechs and Rumanians.
Evidently they feared the political predominance in
southern Europe of what was soon to be called the
Little Entente, made up of the Czechs, Rumanians, and
Jugo-Slavs.

It would be a mistake, however, to overemphasize such
motives in the drawing up of the new frontiers. The com-
missions spent long hours in studying the conflicting
claims of the nationalities and in comparing them with
the host of statistics which were available. If nothing
else interfered the obvious frontier was the line that
separated the nationalities, Czechs from Germans, Ru-
manians from Jugo-Slavs, Jugo-Slavs from Magyars.
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But many other factors had to be considered, physio-
graphic features, the disturbance of normal economic life,
the cutting of railways by boundaries. If a chain of
mountains or a river offered a natural frontier, it might
seem advisable to depart slightly from the linguistic line.
If an agricultural district of Jugo-Slavs were economi-
cally dependent upon a German-Austrian city, it might
be wise to leave the district in Austria. If the linguistic
line were crossed and recrossed by a railway or canal, it
would be questionable policy not to arrange the political
frontier in such a way as to leave the railway or canal
entirely within one state or the other, so as to avoid
troublesome customs interference with trade. It might
even be necessary to consider whether a district should
not be assigned to one state because it needed its agri-
cultural or mineral wealth in order to secure economic
independence, whereas the rival state did not.

With such factors in mind, the commissions labored
steadily through February and much of March, finally
presenting their reports to the supreme council. The
reports were composed of definite recommendations of
the new boundaries, illustrated with maps, and supported
by the reasons for the decisions taken; they also con-
tained draft clauses to be inserted in the treaties with
Germany, Austria, and Hungary, and these clauses
formed the basis of the territorial sections of the treaties.
It is important to emphasize the fact, perhaps, that the
technical aspects of the treaties were not drafted hastily
by the statesmen of the great powers, who obviously
must have been ignorant of many details, but resulted,
rather, from the labors and application of a body of tech-
nical experts who had taken pains to go into all phases
of the situation.
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By the time the reports were completed the council of
ten had been broken up, and the direction of the Confer-
ence assumed by the council of four—Wilson, Lloyd
George, Clemenceau, and Orlando. It was for them to
approve the boundaries proposed and to settle any dif-
ferences that might have arisen in the commissions.
In general the reports were unanimous, for all the dele-
gates felt the necessity of arriving at definite decisions
as rapidly as possible, in view of the troubled condition
of Austria-Hungary and the imperative need of a resump-
tion of normal life; but in some cases a delegation had
not been able to join with the others and presented
reservations or minority reports. Such differences must
be settled by the council of four. With few exceptions,
the four approved the unanimous recommendations of
the commissions without alteration. In the case of the
northern frontier of the Czecho-Slovak Republic they
failed to accept recommendations for a series of minor
alterations in the old frontier between Bohemia and
Germany, which had been inserted in order to secure a
frontier more in accordance with physiographical fea-
tures and economic convenience; their refusal was based
upon unwillingness to disturb a boundary which has
existed for centuries. Furthermore, in the frontier be-
tween Austria and the Jugo-Slavs, they listened to the
protests of the Jugo-Slavs, who demanded that thc
Klagenfurt basin be divided for purposes of plebiscite,
whereas the commission had voted to preserve the integ-
rity of the basin. And, in fact, the commission was later
to be justified by the recent vote of the peoples concerned,
which kept the basin intact and awarded it to Austria,
a solution for which the Americans had always con-
tended. Such changes in the recommendations of the
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commissions were rare, and they seemed moré important
at the moment and to the members of the commission -
than they will to the historian. '
Over the points in dispute the council of four worked
with earnest industry and surprising informality. They
met in the front room of President Wilson’s house, fre-
quently with the members of the commissions, listening
to different points of view. There one might have seen
President Wilson himself on all fours, kneeling on a
gigantic map spread upon the floor and tracing with
his finger a proposed boundary, other plenipotentiaries
grouped around him, also on all fours. In such matters
the President took a keener interest than either Lloyd
George or Clemenceau, and absorbed with extraordinary
speed the salient points relating to an issue, which were
frequently whispered to him by some American expert
sitting on the sofa beside him. When finally approved,
the draft clauses were inserted in the treaties and com-
municated to the nationalities of the disrupted empire.
The latter, while they were apparently in the position of
Iitigants in a suit, in reality had been kept informed of
the different decisions taken and had been able at vari-
ous points to influence decisions in their favor. The
representatives of the new Austria and Hungary were,
of course, not called to Paris until the treaties were com-
pleted, at least in their main aspects, and, like the Ger-
mans, could plead their cause only in written notes.
With certain exceptions, the boundaries finally ap-
proved conform roughly to the distribution of the sev-
eral peoples, although in all matters of doubt the balance
turns slightly against the former dominant nationalities
—the Germans and Magyars. One of the exceptions to
“be noted is the case of the Austrian Tyrol, where the
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demands of the Italians for annexation of the Tyrol as
far north as the Brenner Pass were granted, as promised
in the secret Treaty of London. It should not be for-
gotten that this problem was not considered by any ter-
ritorial commission, since Italy refused to permit any
discussion of her territorial claims except by the supreme
council. France and Great Britain were bound by their
promises, and President Wilson, early in the history
of the Conference, agreed to Italian demands in this
quarter.

To Italy the Brenner frontier appears the merest
justice, for it is unquestionably the best geographical
boundary and affords the surest strategical security;
the mportance of the latter factor was emphasized the
more by Italians, inasmuch as Italy’s northern frontier
had in the past always been dominated by the Austrian
military positions. Austria, on the other hand, while
admitting the justice of the annexation by Italy of the
southern Tyrol, with its 400,000 Italians, complained
that the Brenner frontier would annex some 250,000
German-Austrians to Italy, and that these peoples are
of all Hapsburg subjects the most loyal to Vienna; for

this was the home of Andreas Hofer. Austria asked,
accordingly, that the linguistic frontier, farther south, be |

followed in assigning political boundaries. A third solu-
- tion was advanced by certain experts at Paris, and ap-
proved by many Americans, which would have placed
the line about midway between the other two, thus leav-
- ing the majority of the Germans in Austria, but securing
for Italy a better defensive frontier and one less injurious
to the economic interests of the inhabitants than the
linguistic line. The decision of President Wilson, who
may have desired to convince Italy of his friendliness in

I

—
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view of the Adriatic situation, settled the problem in !

favor of Italy.

A second exception to the general rule that the politi-
cal boundary should conform roughly to the linguistic is
to be found in the case of Czecho-Slovakia. The Czechs
demanded not merely union with their Slovak cousins of
northern Hungary, a development which in view of their
services in the war was inevitable and probably wise,
but also that their boundaries should be so arranged as
to include a large number of Germans and Magyars.
The northern rim of Bohemia is almost exclusively Ger-
man and a strict apphcatlon of the principle of nation-
ality in this region, and in Moravia and Silesia, would
have given something more than 3,000,000 Germans
to Austria and Germany (for the creation of a separate
German-Bohemian state was hardly within the realm of
practical possibility). But the Czechs argued that to
rob Bohemia of its geographic and historic boundary
would be to lay it open to the attack of Germany from
the north. Furthermore, it would deal a mortal blow
at the economic life of the new state by taking away
districts essential to Bohemia’s industrial prosperity.
The districts in question, even though inhabited by
Germans, were closely bound in the economic sense to
the Czech districts, and naturally separated from Ger-
many; the inhabitants themselves would suffer from any
arrangement which cut them off. Such arguments, par-
ticularly those which emphasized the economic factors,
seemed valid to the commissions, which accordingly
recommended the historic boundaries of the provinces of
Bohemia and Moravia, with slight rectifications. The
third province, Silesia, was divided between the Czechs
and the Poles.

!
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While the Czechs argued for historic frontiers in Aus-
tria, when it came to the Slovak districts of Hungary,
they insisted that the historic boundaries of the king-
dom be broken so as to permit incorporation of those
districts in the new Czecho-Slovakia. They also asked
that a notable Magyar minority be included on the
south. Without the territory of these Magyars, Slo-
vakia, which is a mountainous country with no transverse
. valleys of importance running east and west, would be
deprived of practical means of communication between
one part of the country and the other. Again, the com-
mission agreed, not forgetting President Wilson’s prin-
ciple that every state has a right to conditions that will
assure its economic life. Czecho-Slovakia is thus a poly-
glot, for of its 14,000,000 inhabitants there are more
- than a third belonging to other nationalities, chiefly
Germans, Magyars, and Ruthenians.

The new Rumania, which acquired enormous terri-
tories in Transylvania, Hungary, and Bukowina, is like-
wise a polyglot state. This results partly from the fact
that in Transylvania, which is chiefly Rumanian in
character, large colonies of Magyars (Szeklers) and Ger-
mans are to be found. Furthermore, Rumania, like
Czecho-Slovakia, was assigned generous frontiers on the
Hungarian side in order to assure facilities of transpor-
tation. Without the railways running north and south,
communication between northern and southern Tran-
sylvania would be costly or impossible. Hence the new
Rumania includes a notable Magyal fringe.

The chief interest of Rumania, however, was to acquire
that district in southern Hungary between the Danube,
Theiss, and Maros Rivers, which is known as the Banat
of Temesvar. This district, which is an economic en-
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tity, was claimed by both Rumanians and Serbs, the
former demanding all of it, the latter only the western
portion, since the eastern third is admittedly Rumanian.
_The problem was intensified by the confused distribution
of peoples, Serb, German, Magyar, and Rumanian vil-
lages being scattered in that Macedonian fashion which
has given its name to a well-known salad. It was fur-
ther intensified by the network of communications, rail-
ways, rivers, and canals, through which no frontier could
be drawn without injury to the economic interests of the
inhabitants. But to hand the entire region to Rumania
meant the creation of an irredentist spirit among the
Serbs, who clammed several districts as the homes of
national heroes, who needed protection across the Dan-
ube for Belgrade, and who, in the western portions, un-
doubtedly outnumbered the Rumanians. With such
considerations in mind, the commission decided to divide
the Banat, giving the western third to the Serbs and the
eastern two-thirds to the Rumanians. The decision was
probably inevitable. No one will call it satisfactory. It
has at least this merit: it so enraged both parties to the
dispute that they forgot the enmity toward each other
in their common disgust with the Peace Conference.
Whatever the disappointment occasioned to the con-
tending nationalities of the former empire, the new
boundaries of the states into which the fragments have
been formed are a clear manifestation of the degree of
mportance assigned to the principle of nationality by
the Conference. That principle was even applied to
Austria and Hungary, the former being accorded districts
inhabited by Germans along its eastern frontier, which
by historic right belonged to Hungary. Respect for the
principle of nationality forms the strong side of the
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settlement. In place of the semi-feudal system of the
Hapsburgs, imposing the edicts of hostile minorities upon
subject majorities, outworn remnant of an age that is
past, we have political power granted in accordance with
popular desires. It is the principle for which Ameri-
can statesmen have contended since the birth of the
nation.

No honest student of European conditions, however,
can be blind to the new dangers which have been created.
It is undeniable that a considerable stretch of territory
has been Balkanized, that in place of a co-ordinating
whole we find a group of small states, which by temper
and experience are not as yet well qualified to meet the
contingencies of the future with that moderation and
spirit of compromise which is essential to tranquillity
and progress. The very factors which enabled the
nationalities to secure their freedom have intensified
their self-confidence, their sense of nationalistic jealousy,
their willingness to take up arms.

Occasion for friction between the different states will,
unfortunately, not be lacking. Each state includes
something of a nationalistic minority, which will look for
support to its kinsmen, who form the majority in the
neighboring state. Czecho-Slovakia and Rumania, we
have seen, include large minorities of aliens; Ruthenians
are brought under the political control of Poland; Ger-
mans and Jugo-Slavs are annexed in large numbers by
Italy. Jugo-Slavia includes comparatively few outsid-
ers, but the differences between Croats, Slovenes, and
Serbs do not promise a tranquil future. In the United
States we think ittle of the dangers apt to proceed from
a racial mélange, but in this part of Europe, if a man
speaks a different language from that of his neighbor, he
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becomes almost necessarily his enemy. With this in
mind the Conference, much to the disgust of the states,
drew up guarantees to be furnished to all minority
groups, assuring them the protection and the justice
which in this country are taken as a matter of course.
How seriously these guarantees will be observed is a
problem of the future.

We may also expect that difficulties will develop from
economic quarrels. Three of the states formed from the
Hapsburg empire are absolutely landlocked. Of these,
lesser Austria is perhaps in the worst plight. Cut off
from territorial access to the sea, with its capital city of
2,000,000 inhabitants placed on the eastern frontier, and
poor in natural resources, the new Austria lacks many
of the conditions conducive to economic prosperity. It
would have been natural, in view of the purely German
character of its population, to have permitted union with
Germany. This was, on the whole, approved by the
American delegates, as it was requested by the Austrians
themselves. The French, however, set their face firmly
against any acquisition of territory by the secular enemy
across the Rhine. We may ask whether the six and a
half million German-Austrians might not tend to coun-
terbalance the Prussian domination in Germany, for they
have much in common with the south German. Cer-
tainly union would tend toward the economic rehabilita-
tion of these regions which is so essential to political
tranquillity. '

If the Conference made a mistake, the economic conse-
quences of which may prove disastrous, in not permitting _
the union of lesser Austria with Germany, it committed
another of equally serious character when it attempted
to lay the sins of the Hapsburgs upon the new state.
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The Austrian representatives at St. Germain argued
with a logic which to many Americans seemed incontro-
vertible, that lesser Austria was in reality a new state, -
sprung from the revolution of November, 1918, and that
it should not be punished by being forced to assume
responsibility for a war debt and reparations account in-
curred by the Hapsburg government, with which it had
no connection. In the case of Germany, the fall of the
Hohenzollerns had not made a new Germany; but the
Austrian revolution had resulted f the birth of a num-
ber of new states, and it was unfair to impose upon two
of those states responsibility for the misdeeds of the old
empire. Austria, they insisted, was as much a new state
as Czecho-Slovakia. With greater force they pointed
out that with a population less than a seventh that of the
former Hapsburg empire, it would be physically mpos-
sible to make good the war damage for which the old
empire was responsible. But the Conference persisted
in treating lesser Austria with lesser Hungary as the
successors of the Hapsburg empire and adopted the same
method as that used in dealing with Germany; the Treaty
of St. Germain compels Austria to recognize her liability
to pay full reparations, although the reparations commis-
sion is given wide discretionary powers.

The same attitude was taken toward lesser Hungary.
Like Austria, that state now becomes landlocked, and it
has been deprived of its mountainous periphery, so rich
in coal, precious fetals, lumber, and water-power. But
Hungary retains the fertile plain, productive of cereals,
and can always feed itself. Czecho-Slovakia, the third
Iandlocked state, has inherited the lion’s share of the
industrial districts of the former empire, the coal and
lignite fields, the great manufactories, and also fertile
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agricultural regions, so that it appears, broadly speaking,
to be economically independent.

But in the case of all three of these states, which lack
seaports, there is the danger that freedom of transit
may be denied them by the neighboring states, through
whose territory they must send their exports. Such a
danger was constantly in the minds of the peacemakers
at Paris, who not merely drew up general articles guar-
anteeing freedom of transit and international control of
means of transportation, but gave to Czecho-Slovakia
part of the ports of Hamburg and Stettin, and approved
her claim to Pressburg on the Danube, although the
population of the city included only a Czech minority.
But the danger resulting from lack of seaports is none
the less real, though clearly perceived at Paris and pos-
sibly mitigated to some extent by international control
of communication.

That danger is intensified by the economic interde-
pendence of the heirs of the Hapsburgs. Austria will
have to import raw materials, coal and the like, from
which to produce manufactured goods, and will have to
export these goods to buy food. Hungary will have to
exchange its grain for manufactured articles. There is
always the opportunity for one state to exercise political
pressure upon its neighbor through an economic boycott.
It was this danger that as much as anything else con-
vinced the commissions who worked on the new bound-
aries of southeastern Europe that some general super-
visionary agency was necessary to replace the co-ordina-
tion that the Hapsburgs had exercised. Without such
international supervision economic tranquillity and polit-
ical peace would always be endangered. For this reason
many of the delegates, certainly those from America,
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believed that the proposed League of Nations was de-
sirable, not merely because of its abstract idealism, but
rather as a concrete necessity. And they readily appre-
ciated the remark of Venizelos: “Without a League of
Nations southeastern Europe would face the future
with despair in its heart.”



VI

FIUME AND THE ADRIATIC PROBLEM
BY DOUGLAS WILSON JOHNSON

The story of Fiume is closely linked with the whole
problem of Italy’s new frontiers. Both in the Trentino
on the north and in the region of the Isonzo on the east
Italy suffered before the war from frontiers which were
geographically unsound, and which invited invasion by
a dangerous neighbor. The boundary ran either close
to the southern margin of the Alps, or actually down on
the piedmont plain south of them, leaving almost the
whole of the formidable mountain mass in Austria as a
well-nigh mpregnable defense against Italy, while Italy
remained virtually defenseless against possible Austrian
aggression.

It is difficult for Americans to conceive what this
meant to the Italian people, for we live secure with de-
fenseless frontiers separating us from weaker neighbors
on the north and south. Yet if we are to appreciate the
Italian point of view, we must try to put ourselves in
the position of a people who find the gateways into their
country held by an hereditary enemy, who have often
suffered from invasions through those gateways in the
past, and who know that they are held by the enemy
for the deliberate purpose of making any possible future
mvasion easy. Add to this the further fact that Austria’s
strategic designs against Italy involved the enslavement
of hundreds of thousands of Italians, both in the north
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and in the east, and 1t is not difficult to understand that
the battle-cry of “Trent and Trieste!” should awaken
the fighting spirit of every patriotic Italian. Whatever
the objectives of the then-existing government of Italy,
it would seem clear that the great mass of the people,
who knew nothing of the terms of the secret Treaty of
London, entered the war not to subject large areas of
Germanic and Slavonic territory to their rule, nor even
to gain the port of Fiume, with its remote islet of Italian
population; rather, they entered the war in a fervor of
exalted patriotism, to complete the great work of uni-
fication of Italy by freeing truly Italian territory from a
foreign yoke, and to drive the enemy from the very
threshold of their homes back into his own domain.
Since certain aspects of the Trentino or Tyrol problem
are inseparable from the story of Fiume, let us pass in
brief review the salient features of that problem. The
Italian Government demanded the whole Trentino to the
line of the Brenner Pass, and in the secret Treaty of
London the Allies promised it as part of the compensa-
tion to be given Italy for her aid against the Central
Powers. At the Peace Conference Italy increased her
demands, claiming in addition to what the treaty allowed
her several important areas on the northern slopes of
the watershed having considerable strategic importance.
As the Italian claims would certainly be supported by
- racial, historical, geographic, and strategic arguments, it
was necessary for the American specialists to examine
fully into every aspect of the problem. It is true that in
the drainage basin of the Adige River, forming most of
the Trentino, the majority of the population is Italian.
But it is equally true that even the Italian authorities
on the distribution of races in the Trentino admit that
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the Italian majority is largely confined to the south,
while the northern parts of the basin are overwhelmingly
German and have been so for centuries. It was found
possible to draw in the Trentino one of the cleanest-cut
ethnographic frontiers in the world, leaving few Germans
to 'the south and few Italians to the north of it.

A careful study of the theory that the watershed
crossing the Brenner Pass was the only natural northern
frontier for Italy, and that the drainage basin of the
Adige River constituted an indivisible geographic unit,
did not substantiate that view. In the Alps, as is so
often the case in glaciated mountains, the drainage di- .
vide is in places determined by some insignificant topo-
graphic detail, such as a small moraine or a tiny alluvial
fan in the bottom of a great valley. The Adige water-
shed, instead of following along Alpine ridges, actually
descends into and cuts squarely across the floor of the
Pusterthal, thus dividing in an accidental and abnormal
manner one of the most striking geographic units in the
Alps. The true boundary between geographic units, the
real topographic barrier separating German and Italian
lands in that part of the Alps east of the Brenner Pass,
lies not on the watershed, but some distance south of it.

Italy’s historical claim to a frontier on the Brenner Pass
seemed equally weak. The former extent of the Roman
Empire over the coveted area could not seriously be
regarded as a basis of territorial awards in the twentieth
century. The argument that Napoleon’s annexation of
the upper Adige to the kingdom of Italy showed the mili-
tary and political necessity of granting Italy a frontier on
the Brenner fell to the ground in view of the fact that
the “Upper Adige” of Napoleon’s time stopped far short
of the Brenner and included Iittle beyond the lands
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which to-day are unquestionably Italian. If Napoleon’s
action proved anything, it proved that that military
genius did not regard a frontier on the Brenner as vital
to Italy.

Yet the strategic arguments in favor of Italy’s claim to
the whole of the Trentino were the strongest which could
be advanced. The long, narrow form of the Italian
peninsula, by rendering peculiarly difficult the mobiliza-
tion of Italy’s man-power, makes the need of a strong
frontier on the north especially urgent. Fifty per cent
of the defenders of the frontier must come from south of
the constriction of the peninsula near the latitude of
Bologna, and must journey to and through that con-
striction on four main railway lines, of which three
traverse the Apennines mountain barrier and two can be
destroyed from the sea. Hence, Italy might with some
show of reason demand a strategic frontier so strong that
in case of attack a fraction of her man-power could defend
it successfully against superior enemy forces until the
whole could be mobilized.

The geographic character of Italy’s northern frontier
compels her to maintain two campaigns against a Teu-
tonic or a combined Teutonic-Slavonic aggression. Italy’s
northern plain is vulnerable from the north and from the
east. The armies defending the eastern frontier depend
upon supply lines which traverse the Venetian plain for
150 miles in sight of an enemy advancing over the north-
ern mountains. Hence the eastern armies must always
fight under the menace of a disaster which is inevitable
if the enemy on the north succeeds in reaching the plain
and cutting their communications. In the present war
Cadorna’s eastern operations came to an abrupt halt
in May, 1916, when he was compelled to transfer large
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forces westward to check the dangerous Austrian advance
across the Asiago plateau almost to the edge of the
plains. Irretrievable disaster to the eastern armies was
narrowly averted. The magnitude of the Caporetto
disaster, consequent upon the Teutonic armies’ breaking
through to the plains near the extreme eastern end of the
northern frontier, enables one to picture the far more
serious consequences which must ensue if ever the north-
ern mountain barrier is breached farther west, and the
communications of the eastern armies destroyed 150
miles in their rear.

Since Italy’s military forces will not admit of two offen-
sive campaigns against so powerful an enemy, at least
one of these campaigns must be defensive. Topographic
conditions dictate that the defensive campaign should be
the northern one, for a successful offensive across the
main Alpine barrier, supported by but one through rail-
way line, has less chance of success than an offensive in
the east, where the terrain is less difficult, railways are
more numerous, and support by sea is possible. Hence
we conclude that Italy’s northern frontier should be
strategically so strong as to render a defensive campaign
in the north comparatively simple and assured of success,
leaving the bulk of her forces free to defend the eastern
gateways.

It so happens that the Central Alps provide a series of
natural trenches and mountain barriers together consti-
tuting one of the strongest defensive terrains in the
world. But the Austrian province of the Trentino
drove a wedge clear through the system, rendering the
defense of Italian territory extremely difficult, and assur-
ing tremendous advantages to a possible Teutonic in-
vasion. In the opinion of the American specialists, to
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push the frontier northward only so far as the ethno-
graphic frontier would still leave Austria, or Germany
and Austria combined In case of their future union, in
possession of very. great strategic advantages over their
Latin neighbor, advantages which might invite aggression.
To push the boundary farther north, to the natural
topographic barrier referred to above, would give rea-
sonable protection to Italy by making invasion from the
north so difficult as to be highly improbable, and would
add the minimum German population to Italy compatible
with securing a good geographic and defensive frontier
for the southern Kingdom. To push the frontier clear
to the Brenner and eastward into the Pustertal, as Italy
asked, would be to carry it far into purely Germanic
territory, to enlarge the German irredenta to dangerous
proportions, and to split the geographic and economic
unit of the Pusterthal. In favor of the latter proposal
it could, however, be urged that the territory to the
Brenner had secretly been promised to Italy by England
and France in order to secure Italy’s entry into the war
on the Allied side, that a frontier well advanced into
Germanic territory would still more effectively protect
Italian territory, and that generous treatment of Italy’s
demands on the northern frontier, where the mountainous
terrain was not in any sense vital to the development of
neighboring lands, might make Italy more willing to
reduce her demands on the east where she claimed areas
the annexation of which would render impossible the free
economic development of her neighbors.

The Conference decided in favor of the most generous
fulfilment of Italian ambitions on the north, and gave
her not only all the territory to the watershed frontier
promised by the Treaty of London, but in addition the
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Sexten valley district lying beyond the watershed and
conferring important strategic advantages on its pos-
sessor. With Italy’s frontier established in an impreg-
nable position on the north, and all danger of invasion
from that direction eliminated, we may now consider the
eastern frontier in its proper relation to Italy’s frontier
problem as a whole.

On the east the Italian Government had demanded as
one of the conditions of Italy’s entrance into the war,
and in the Treaty of London England and France had
promised to give, not only the Italian-inhabited areas
around Goritzia and Trieste, but vast areas of almost
pure Slavonic country about the head of the Adriatic
and on the eastern shores of that sea, as well as a large
proportion of the Slav-populated islands fringing the
eastern coast.

The American Government not only consistently re-
fused to recognize the Treaty of London, a document
held to be, both in the manner of its execution and in
its precise terms, fundamentally in opposition to the
very principles for which America was fighting, but early
recognized the right of the Jugo-Slavs to rule them-
selves. President Wilson took certain other steps more
or less incompatible with the fulfilment of the terms of
the treaty, such as securing the consent of the Allied
Powers to make peace on terms which provided for the
determination of Italy’s new frontiers “along clearly
recognizable Iines of nationality.” Throughout the ne-
gotiations the American Government held to the view
that the Treaty of London was obsolete in view of the
disappearance of Austria-Hungary as a great Power (at
whose expense the treaty was to have been executed),
the agreement of the Allies to erect a new Jugo-Slav
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nation assocmted with them and Italy, the entry into
the war of new nations not parties to the treaty, and
the agreement of the Allies, Italy mcluded, to make
peace on a new basis of right and justice.

When, as a result of the Russian revolution, the con-
tents of the secret Treaty of London were made public,
the Jugo-Slav forces in the Austrian army, strongly dis-
affected toward their Teutonic master and held in con-
trol only with the greatest difficulty, were galvanized
into new hostility against Italy. It was not difficult for
the Austrian leaders to show that by the terms of the
treaty itself Italy was not fighting to set the western
Jugo-Slavs free, but rather to transfer nearly a million
of them to Italian rule. The consequences were most
harmful, not only to Italy, but to the whole Allied cause. -
Thoughtful Italians deplored the fact that much Italian
blood was being shed by a people who were, like them-
selves, sufferers at the hands of a common enemy and
Oppressor. ’

After the Caporetto disaster Italian appreciation of
this anomalous situation became more acute, and infor-
mal negotiations were begun between Italian and Jugo-
Slav representatives looking toward an accord. These
negotiations bore fruit in the “Pact of Rome,” ratified
by the Congress of Oppressed Austro-Hungarian Nation-{
alities at Rome in April, 1918, according to which the
representatives of the Italian people and of the Jugo-
Slav people specifically agreed “in the interests of good
and sincere relations between the two peoples in the
future, to solve amicably the various territorial contro-
versies on the basis of the principles of nationality and
of the rights of peoples to decide their own fate, and in
such a way as not to injure the vital interests of the
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two nations, such as shall be defined at the moment of
peace.”

Later Italy, in common with the other Allies, accepted
as the basis of the peace with Germany the Fourteen
Points, the ninth of which read: “A readjustment of the
frontiers of Italy should be effected along clearly recog-
nizable lines of nationality.”

The beneficial effects of the Rome agreement were soon
apparent, for Jugo-Slavs united with Italians in pushing
a vigorous propaganda to convince Jugo-Slav troops in
the Austrian armies that Italy was henceforth the friend
of their national aspirations, the Pact of Rome having
recorded the agreement that ““the unity and independence
of the Jugo-Slav nation is a vital interest of Italy, just as
the completion of Italian national unity is a vital interest
of the Jugo-Slav nation.” The propaganda was effective,
and reports from independent sources gave it credit for
being one of the several causes which brought about
the remarkably complete disintegration of the Austrian
armies revealed by their final débicle, when in a few days,
on one of the strongest defensive terrains in the world,
they surrendered wholesale to the victorious Italians.

Such was the background of the thorny problem of
Fiume and the Adriatic when it came before the Peace
Conference. Instead of reducing their territorial de-
mands to accord with the provisions of the Pact of Rome
and the Fourteen Points, the Italian representatives be-
lieved themselves justified in increasing them even be-
yond the limits of the Treaty of London. While insist-
ing upon the execution of the Treaty of London in respect
to the territories which it assigned to Italy, the Italian
representatives asked that it be revised where favorable
to the Jugo-Slavs, in order that Fiume, definitely assigned
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to Croatia by the treaty, should be given to Italy. Other
territories of much strategic or economic value, lying
beyond the Treaty of London line, were also included in
the Italian demands. The American specialists were
thus called upon to examine into the validity of Italian
claims to important territories scattered all the way from
the Carnic Alps past Fiume and down the Adriatic coast
to and beyond Valona at the mouth of that sea.

On the basis of nationality the case was extremely
clear. The Italian populations did not cease at the old
Austro-Italian frontier, but were in a majority as far
eastward as Goritzia and along the western margin of
the Istrian peninsula from Trieste southward to Pola.
Italy could thus claim on racial grounds a frontier co-
inciding approximately with the western base of the
eastern mountain barrier. From that [ine eastward,
however, both Italian and Jugo-Slav authorities were
agreed that the Jugo-Slavs constituted an overwhelming
majority of the population. A few Italians were scat-
tered here and there along the eastern Adriatic coast,
but they formed remote Latin islets in the midst of a
great Slavonic sea, the two most notable of which were
at Fiume and Zara. By no possible interpretation could
the principle of nationality be stretched to sanction the
annexation to Italy of the hundreds of thousands of
Jugo-Slavs who must be subjected to Italian domina-
tion against their will if Italy’s frontiers were to reach
eastward over purely Slavonic territory far enough to
incorporate the remote islets of Italian population. To
reach the few tens of thousands of Italfans in Fiume
(approximately 24,000 according to the last official cen-
sus, 33,000 according to Italian claims) about half a
million Jugo-Slavs would have to be thus annexed.
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On the basis of self-determination the case was equally
clear. It was undoubtedly true that many of the Slavs
used the Italian language as well as their own, and
that many of them were strongly influenced by Italian
culture. But against these facts and Italy’s claim that
in general these people were not unfavorable to her
political programme concerning them, the American
specialists had to weigh the overwhelming mass of testi-
mony coming in from every possible source, which dem-
onstrated beyond any possibility of doubt that the Jugo-
Slav populations in question were deeply resentful of
Italian occupation of their territories and violently op-
posed to any form of Italian sovereignty over them.
Even the Italian representatives ceased to press this
argument and rejected all proposals looking toward a
solution of the vexed question on the basis of a vote by
the people themselves.

The historical argument that in the days of Rome and
Venice the east Adriatic coast came under the dominion
of those states, and the fact that traces of Latin culture
abound throughout the territories in discussion, were
given full consideration. But it seemed to the special-
ists impossible to draw frontiers on the basis of condi-
tions in an age that is past, when such frontiers would
violate the fundamental racial and economic conditions
upon which the present and future peace of Europe must
rest. Whatever political systems endured for longer or
shorter periods in the past, we faced the inescapable fact
that the east Adriatic coast is, and long has been, over-
whelmingly Slavonic, and that it intensely desired its
“own rule rather than that of an alien race dwelling be-
yond the Adriatic Sea.

On geographic and economic grounds Italy could prop-
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erly claim much more than on the basis of nationality,
self-determination, or history. Assuredly the old boun-
dary across the plain west of the Isonzo River was a
geographical absurdity, and a line close to the mountain
base would be little better. Neither would it be wise to
cut off the Slavonic populations of the mountain valleys
from the Italian markets on the plam, for the two are
economxcally mutually dependent. In the opinion of the
, this was one of the cases where a literal appli-
.cation of the Fourteen Points would work injury, and it
was accordingly recommended that Italy’s eastern fron-
tier should not be determined solely along clearly recog-
nizable lines of nationality, but that it should be pushed
far eastward into Slavonic territory, so as to include not
only the Italian cities at the mountain base, but in addi-
tion the Slavonic hinterland dependent upon them. The
President promptly accepted this view, and agreed to
the frontier recommended by the experts along the crest
of the mountain barrier, the only logical frontier, geo-
graphically and economically, in the region. That it
gave a solid block of more than 300,000 Jugo-Slavs to
Italy was regrettable; but it seldom if ever happens
that the racial frontier, the economic frontier, the natural
geographic frontier, and the historical or political frontier
coincide in any given district. It is necessary to weigh
each case on its merits, and to seek that line which will,
all things considered, work the maximum of good and
the minimum of injury to the vital interests of those
directly concerned. In the present case this line followed
high mountain ridges and barren limestone plateaus,
separating the natural hinterland of Trieste on the west
from the natural hinterland of Fiume on the east.
As in the case of the northern frontier, so in that of
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the eastern, strategic arguments loomed larger than all
others. Here, as m the Trentino, Austria had enjoyed
strategic advantages which made Italy’s successful de-
fense of her own territory against hostile aggression ex-
tremely difficult, if not impossible. With the disap-
pearance of Austria as a world power, and with the
substitution of a new, small, and comparatively weak
nation on Italy’s eastern border, the strategic argument
would seem to have lost much of its weight. Neverthe-
less, it was given serious consideration, and the details of
the so-called “American line,” already located wholly in
Slavonic territory in a dominating position on the moun-
tain barrier, were so drawn as to insure to Italy strong
tactical positions which would enable her to block the
available passes with ease in case of enemy attack. The
line was deemed strategically strong as well as economi-
cally and geographically good.

Strategic arguments alone could justify Italian claims
to extensive territory in Dalmatia and on the east-
coast islands, inhabited almost wholly by Jugo-Slavs.
The mountainous, ragged eastern coast of the Adriatic,
with its numerous harbors, is in strong contrast with
the low, simple western coast, where harbors are few
in number and inferior in quality. Any naval power
on the eastern coast must find itself possessing immense
advantages over Italy. A fleet taking refuge in one of
the Italian harbors is visible from far out to sea because
of the flatness of the coast, whereas vessels secreted along
the eastern shore are invisible behind mountain barriers.
From the low western coast observation of an approach-
ing squadron is limited as compared with the better ob-
servation enjoyed by those on the dominating heights of
the eastern shores. Coast defense artillery has Iittle
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choice of inferior positions on the Italian side and un-
Immited choice of excellent positions on the eastern coast.
A fleet emerging from one of the western harbors to give
battle may be taken unawares before it can develop its
battle formation, while a fleet manceuvring behind the
protective fringe of islands along the east coast may
emerge from a number of passages simultaneously and
assume a predetermined formation without delay. The
Italian submarines scouting along the eastern shores
find the bottom rough and deep, so that lying in wait
for an enemy is a dangerous proceeding, while the enemy
submarme finds shallow water and a smooth bottom
upon which to lie concealed pending the passage of a
prospective victim. The clear waters along the eastern
coast reveal hidden mines or submarines to the scouting
hydroplane, while the murkier waters bordering the
Italian coast make it difficult for Italian observers to
Iocate enemy submarines or mines sown by enemy craft.
Even in the matter of illumination the Italians are at a
great disadvantage. Raids are usually made by crossing
the sea under the cover of darkness and appearing off
the enemy coast in the early morning. When a raider
thus appears off the Italian coast, his objective is well
illuminated by the rising sun; whereas the Italian artil-
lerymen must look into the sun when firing upon their
attacker. And when an Italian squadron appears off
the eastern coast, it finds its objective obscured by the
shadow of high cliffs and must Iook toward the sun when
developing its fire, the while its own vessels are so well
illuminated as to form excellent targets for the east-coast
batteries.

On such arguments as these Italy might claim the need
of special consideration in the Adriatic. The three keys
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to naval domination of this sea are the great naval base
and harbor of Pola, controlling the northern Adriatic;
the mountain-girt, impregnable harbor of Valona, guard-
ing the southern Adriatic and the exit into the Mediter-
ranean; and some central base, as in the Lissa group of
islands midway between Pola and Valona. These key
positions could not be assigned to Italy without marked
departures from the principles of nationality; but here
again it was deemed wise to accord a generous response
to the Italian point of view, and to assure her absolute
security for her eastern coast. The President early an-
nounced his willingness to see all three key positions—
Pola, Valona, and Lissa—assigned to Italy. Thus was
Italy assured absolute supremacy in the Adriatic, along
with strategically strong frontiers on the east and north.

That no attempt was made to apply with strictness in
Italy’s case the principle of nationality, the right of self-
determination, or the Fourteen Points, is evident from
the fact that every mile of Italy’s new frontiers, from
Switzerland to Valona, as recommended by the American
experts and accepted by the President, lay far within
alien territory from which Italians were nearly or com-
pletely absent. Whether such wide departures from a
strict application of the principles upon which it was
proposed to execute the peace were justified by geo-
graphic, economic, and strategic considerations, and by
the peculiar difficulties presented by the Italian settle-
ment, is a question of opinion lying beyond the scope of
this discussion. Here we are solely concerned with the
fact that such departures appeared both necessary and
advisable to the American delegation.

But the Italian representatives demanded far more
than is included in the limits described above. At the
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head of the Adriatic they asked that the Italian frontier
should be carried well beyond the crest of the mountain
barrier down into the Jugo-Slav lands to the east, ex-
panding their claims beyond the Treaty of London line
at a number of critically important points, and demand-
ing, among other things, the city and district of Fiume,
containing the only practicable port for the new Jugo-
Slav nation, and specifically reserved to Croatia in the
Treaty of London. On the Dalmatian coast a vast area
of the mainland and a large proportion of the islands, the
former expanded beyond the Treaty of London terms
by the addition of a request for the port of Spalato, were
included in the Italian programme. Control over all of
Albania, instead of the portion tentatively assigned to
Italy by the Treaty of London, was asked. The Italian
representatives felt that Italy was entitled to increased
compensation partly because the war had lasted longer
than anticipated, and partly because the collapse of
Russia had thrown a heavier burden upon Italy than was
foreseen when the Treaty of London was negotiated.

The American experts studied the full Italian claims
with the greatest care, and advised the President and
other American commissioners of their findings. From
the racial point of view it was clear that the Italians con-
stituted a very small minority in each mainland area,
and in the group of islands claimed by them. In this
connection it must always be carefully borne in mind
that while the Italian representatives supported their
claims to Fiume and Zara with the contention that those
localities contained Italian majorities, they demanded
the port of Fiume and much additional territory on the
west, together with the portion of the port in the suburb
of Susak, on the southeast; also the district of Zara and
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surrounding territory sufficiently large to give the tiny
Italian town breathing space. As both Fiume and Zara,
thus delimited, contained a majority of Jugo-Slavs, the
argument that the principle of nationality favored the
Italian claims was always invalid. The Italian represen-
tatives doubtless realized, as did the representatives of
other countries, that a tiny morsel of Italian territory in
the midst of a Slavonic sea was an anomaly which could
not hope to endure; and at no time during the Peace
Conference negotiations did they restrict their demands
to areas having an Italian majority, or to which the
argument of nationality could apply with results favora-
ble to Italy. Much confusion has resulted from the
failure to understand that the Fiume and Zara claimed
by Italy were entirely different entities from the restricted
Fiume and Zara represented as contamning Italian ma-
jorities.

From the economic standpoint it was evident that the
granting of Italy’s claims must have disastrous conse-
quences for the newly recognized Jugo-Slav nation. The
area claimed in Dalmatia was found to be economically
the most valuable portion of the province. It is a large
tract of comparatively low-lying territory along the coast,
and was so outlined as effectively to block one of the
few practicable routes from the interior across the Balkan
mountains to the sea. Fiume, the only practicable port
for Jugo-Slavia, for reasons which will appear fully below,
would be in a foreign country. Much of the rest of the
coast would be blocked by a cordon of Italian islands
and Italian territorial waters. Under these conditions it
seemed fair to say that Italy would literally possess a
strangle-hold upon the economic development of her
neighbor. It was not necessary to accuse the Italian
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people of any desire to exercise the tremendous power
which they would thus acquire in order to appreciate the
evident danger to future peace in the Balkans which
must result from sanctioning an arrangement so mani-
festly inequitable and so pregnant with possibilities of
trouble. It could not be forgotten that one of the potent
causes of unrest in the Balkans had long been the mis-
taken policy of blocking Serbla s efforts to obtain “ free
and secure access to the sea.’

The possible political consequence of sanctlonmg
Italy’s desire to obtain a solid foothold in the Balkans
through control of Albania and the annexation of Sla-
vonic territories, against the bitter protests of both
peoples concerned, appeared most grave. The people
who were rejoicing over the elimination of Austrian mter-
ference in Balkan affairs were evidently equally hostile
to anything which might savor of Italian interference.
Under these conditions it was believed that to grant
Italy’s claims to the eastern islands and mainland must
be to sow the seeds of a new Balkan conflict.

When examined from the standpoint of strategic geog-
raphy the three main areas along the eastern Adriatic
coast claimed by Italy were seen to possess tremendous
military value. It was the manifest duty of the Ameri-
can specialists, without in the least degree questioning
the motives actuating the Italian claims, to study the
inevitable consequences which must necessarily follow
upon granting them. It seemed obvious that the Fiume
region and adjacent territory at the head of the Adriatic,
by dominating the great northwestern gateway into the
Balkans; the Dalmatian region and coastal islands by
controlling the central route across the mountains into
the interior and closing the ship passages to and from
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the mainland harbors; and Albania with Valona, by
commanding the most important southern routes into
the Balkans and blocking access to and egress from the
Adriatic Sea, did in effect constitute three extremely
strong and admirably located military bridge-heads, assur-
ing to Italy the possibility of moving her armies across
the Adriatic and advancing them into the Balkans,
should occasion require. With the mouth of the Adriatic
sealed by a barrage protected by naval units based on
Valona, the lines of sea communication across the Adri-
atic from Italy to the bridge-heads would be secure from
outside interference. Every direct access to the sea
possessed by the Jugo-Slav lands would be blocked, and
the power of resistance to an Italian advance enormously
curtailed. Assuredly if the three areas in question had
been specifically and solely claimed with the express
purpose of gaining for Italy firm political and economic
footholds on the eastern Adriatic as bases for future
expansion into the Balkans, capable of serving as mili-
tary bridge-heads for armed support of that expansion
if need be, they could not have been better adapted to
serve such purposes.

The territorial specialist must judge claims on their
essential merits and not with respect to the motives
which prompt them, since obviously governments and
motives may change while the acts and their conse-
quences endure. It is appropriate, nevertheless, in order
to show that the significance of the three areas discussed
above is not a figment of the imagination, to note the
fact that well-informed and influential circles m Italy
frankly declared that the object of the proposed annexa-

| tions was to establish political, economic, and military
V| bridge-heads on the eastern side of the Adriatic, in order
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., to assure Italy’s future expansion in the Balkans. The
following quotation from the Giornale d'Italia of July 4,
1919, is of more than ordinary interest because that
paper was generally regarded as the mouthpiece of
Baron Sonnino. It is part of a defense of the policy
of the Orlando-Sonnino government published shortly
after that governmen: had fallen from power. After
rebuking certain influential Italian elements for refusing
to admit “the strategic, political, and economic reasons
for which Italy must set foot in Dalmatia, thereby con-
stituting with Istria and Albania the triple bridge-head
for expansion in the Danubian and Balkan system, which
expansion is feared by others and is the true motive of
the resistance offered to our Adriatic claims,” and stating
that it is now necessary “to put our cards on the table,”
the defense enumerates the following objects, which

Orlando and Sonnino had in view in consenting to dis-
‘cuss at Paris the so-called “Tardieu project” for a free
~ state of Fiume:

First. Annexing to Italy the whole of Istria, even
including that part of eastern Istria which Wilson denies
us.

Second. Giving to the small free state of Fiume
such a statute as would have effectively placed it for
fifteen years under our government through the long
arm of a local government faithful to us, pending its
‘eventual annexation to Italy. i

Third. Saving in Dalmatia the harmonious system
of Zara-Sebenico and the islands, while leaving Jugo-
Slavia a part of the interior; but thus establishing an
adequate political, economic, and military bridge-head,
together with a substantial guarantee of the Italianitd of
Dalmatia and full security against any future contingency.
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Fourth. Having Albania under mandate and thus
insuring through its integrity and national independence
our influence, our expansion, and our strategic safety.

In view of all the considerations enumerated and of
others which cannot be dealt with in this short review,
the American specialists reported that the handing over
to Italy of the areas in question would be wholly unjus-
tifiable and extremely dangerous. In addition to the
advice of the territorial specialists, the President had
before him the reports of naval and military students of
the question, of special investigators in the Adriatic
region, and other expert opinions. There was remarkable
unanimity in the conclusion that the coveted territories
could on no basis of justice or right be assigned to Italy.
The French and British specialists, consulted informally,
were of the same opinion, and it is an open secret that
the French and British Governments, while loyal to their
engagements and maintaining their readiness to execute
the terms of the Treaty of London if Italy required it,
nevertheless felt strongly that under the entirely new
conditions created by the disappearance of Austria-
Hungary from the Adriatic and the agreement to recog-
nize the right of the Jugo-Slavs to govern themselves in
a new federated nation, Italy’s annexation of the terri-
tories In question was neither just nor wise.

There followed a long series of negotiations, in the
course of which Italy reduced her demands in Dalmatia
and among the east-coast islands, but sought at the
'same time to maintain in its essential integrity the sys-
tem of three bridge-heads on the Balkan shore, and
to pave the way for the early annexation of Fiume.
- Little progress was made with Orlando and Sonnino, and
after their retirement the Giornale d'Italia correctly
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stated that this Italian delegation, in consenting to dis-
cuss the so-called “Tardieu project” (one of many com-
promise suggestions), “had not allowed itself to be caught
in any actual and substantial concessions. And, in fact,
if that scheme, together with the amendments which our
delegates had ready, had been approved, we should have
achieved all the claims of the London Pact, with the
exception of a strip of the Dalmatian hinterland and of
a few islands of no military importance; and in addition
would have created at Fiume a situation genuinely
Italian and susceptible of certain transformation in time
Into annexation to Italy.”

It would not be profitable to trace the history of the
negotiations, which dragged out over many long months,
although in a more friendly spirit in view of the concilia-
tory spirit of the new Nitti government. Attention soon
centred on the Fiume region, the most important and
dangerous of the three bridge-heads, and the one over
which the Italians were most insistent on gaining control.

A glance at a good physical map will show that the
Dinaric Alps, a broad belt of wild and rugged mountain-
ous country, intervenes between the interior of the
Balkan peninsula and the Adriatic Sea. South of Fiume
this range is crossed by but two or three narrow-gauge
railroads, wholly inadequate to serve the commercial
needs of the interior. The only standard-gauge road
crosses the mountain barrier at its narrowest point, oppo-
site Fiume. The geographic conditions are such as per-
manently to preclude any cheap and effective rail trans-
port across the broad part of the barrier; hence Fiume,
advantageously situated opposite the narrowest part,
and at the head of a sea that makes water transportation
both cheap and easy, is the inevitable economic outlet
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for the northern part of Jugo-Slavia. Physical condi-
tions render Buccari and other suggested substitutes
unavailable.

Nearly all of the standard-gauge railroad system of
Jugo-Slavia is in the latitude of Fiume, because the fer-
tile river plains of the country are largely confined to
- that region; because nearly two-thirds of the people
live in these plains and valleys; because railroad con-
struction is easy and comparatively inexpensive there;
and because there is sufficient local traffic to maintain
the roads and keep rates down. Thus it will be seen
that the Iife of the Jugo-Slav nation is to an unusual
degree concentrated in the north of the country, and as
the railroad system upon which this economic life de-
pends has its only direct outlet to the sea at Fiume, it
has well been said that the power that holds Fiume holds
the life of an entire nation in its hands. Hence the
peculiar value of Fiume as a base from which to exert.
economic, political, and military power in the Balkans.

In view of the facts that Italy had no need of Fiume,
whereas for Jugo-Slavia and adjacent lands to the north
it constituted an absolute necessity for their free eco-
nomic development; that the future expansion of the
port must be financed by those to whom it was an eco-
nomic necessity; that it could not be annexed to Italy
without placing under her domination an overwhelming
majority of Jugo-Slavs; and that it was by treaty defi-
nitely promised to one branch of the Jugo-Slav people
by the Allies (including Italy herself) it was held that,
regardless of what a majority of the very mixed popula-
tion of the city of Fiume might desire, the first princi-
ples of justice and the prosperity of the port required
that Italy’s demand for Fiume must be rejected.
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The American specialists did, however, examine into
the claims that Fiume was in majority Italian, and that
the city had by “‘self-determination” proclaimed its un-
alterable will to be annexed to Italy. They found that
only in the so-called corpus separatum of Fiume, which
includes a part only of the port of Fiume, did the Italians
outnumber. the Jugo-Slavs; that even here, according to
the last official census, there was only a relative, not an
absolute, majority of Italians (not quite 50 per cent of
the total population); that this number included many
Italians who still retained their citizenship in Italy; and,
finally, that even this relative majority was of compara-
tively recent date and probably resulted from artificial
encouragement by the Hungarian Government, which
had a comprehensible interest in developing an alien
rather than a Slavonic majority in the city. But the
corpus separatum of Fiume is not all of the real city
and port. The Italian representatives asked for the
whole port, including the part in the suburb of Susak. -
When Susak is included, even the relative Italian ma-
jority disappears, and the Jugo-Slavs constitute the
absolute majority of the population.

The claim that Fiume had, by exercising the right of
self-determination, proclaimed her will to be annexed to
Italy could not be substantiated. This claim rested
upon the speech of Ossoinack, deputy from Fiume, in the
Hungarian Parliament, October 18, 1918, and upon cer-
tain proclamations and other manifestations of later
date. The stenographic report of Ossoinack’s address as
submitted showed that he only demanded for the city
the right of self-determination, and that Fiume should
“be Italian in the future as it had always been Italian in
the past.” Even had he made any demand for political
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union with Italy, which did not appear to be the case,
the expression of a single deputy elected on a limited
suffrage could not be called self-determination. Im-
mediately after the Hungarian authorities evacuated the
city, a group of Italians and Italian sympathizers consti-
tuted themselves into the Italian National Council of
Fiume, and proclaimed the annexation of Fiume to Italy.
The following day this proclamation was approved by
some sort of a convocation of citizens. Later, renewed
expressions of a desire for annexation were proclaimed.
All of these manifestations appeared to have been most
irregular, and took place under the direction of a self-
constituted and unrepresentative body of citizens from
which Jugo-Slav sympathizers were excluded, or under
Italian military occupation which was accompanied by
the imprisonment and deportation of Jugo-Slavs manifest-
ing opposition to the Italian programme. There was no
evidence that the people of Fiume had ever had an oppor-
tunity to express freely their will. Indeed, it seemed not
improbable that the large Jugo-Slav vote, augmented by
that of other nationalities and of Italians whose interests
in the commercial activities of the port led them to fear
the economic consequences of union with Italy, would
give a majority against annexation, were that vote per-
mitted to be cast without the coercive influence of Italian
military occupation, which had from the first effectively
stifled all free expression of public opinion in Fiume.
Such, then, was the complex of considerations sur-
rounding the thorny Fiume question. After it had been
carefully examined by the chiefs of the Italian, Austro-
Hungarian, and Balkan divisions of the territorial staff,
as well as by the chiefs of the divisions of Economics and
Boundary Geography, who approached the problem from
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their respective points of view, these united in submitting
to the President their unanimous opinion that the Italian
claims to Fiume could not be recognized, and that no
arrangement should be sanctioned which threatened
future external interference with the development and
use of the port by those who alone had any valid claim
upon it.

Throughout the negotiations the American delegation
maintained this position; and if the deadlock continued,
it was not due to differences over details, but to the
fundamental fact that all arrangements proposed by
Italy must inevitably have had the effect of preventing
the normal development and use of Fiume by threaten-
ing the freedom of the port and insuring its early annexa-
tion to Italy. But while maintaining inviolate the prin-
ciple that it would not unite in forcing upon a weak
nation against its protest a solution of the Fiume prob-
lem which it regarded as flagrantly unjust and fraught
with grave danger for the future peace of the world, and
which both England and France sought on occasions to
induce Italy to abandon, the American delegation made
extensive concessions in the effort to reach an amicable
solution. The Sexten valley and the Tarvis basim, both
beyond the Treaty of London line, the Lussin and Pela-
gosa groups of islands, as well as the remaining islands of
the Lissa group, the Albona coal region in Istria, and
finally a mandate over a united Albania, were offered
to Italy, in addition to the territorial concessions already
described, which everywhere carried Italy’s frontiers far
into alien lands. On the other hand, the American rep-
resentatives frequently expressed their willingness to see
the whole Adriatic question solved by any fair and
equitable procedure. Solutions by arbitration, by vari-
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ous forms of plebiscites, and by placing the disputed ter-
ritories under the League of Nations were proposed at
various times; but the Italian representatives did not
feel that any of these solutions would prove satisfactory
to Italy.

The latter stages of the negotiations and the ultmmate
initiation of direct discussions between the Italian and
Jugo-Slav governments are all set forth in published
notes and despatches. It could not be expected that
Italy and Jugo-Slavia would meet on an equal footing in
the recent negotiations, when Italians held the disputed
territory, and were backed by the pledge of the French
and British to execute the Treaty of London in case the
Jugo-Slavs failed to accept some other solution satis-
factory to the Italians. The political situation in Amer-
ica had by this time eliminated this country as a factor
in any European territorial settlement, and the Jugo-
Slavs alone faced the Italian representatives backed by
the French and British, the two latter committed by
* treaty obligations and anxious to get through with an
awkward problem at almost any cost. The terms of the
Rapallo Treaty reflect this situation.

In the north the Jugo-Slavs yield a large expanse of
purely Slavonic lands east of the natural frontier, thus
bringing Italian sovereignty to the very doors of a nomi-
nally independent Fiume. The islands dominating the
entrance to the Gulf of Fiume go to Italy, as does also
the Lagosta group of islands near the centre of the east
coast. In Dalmatia Italy receives Zara with a surround-
ing district greatly reduced from that demanded during
the Paris negotiations, while the island of Lissa, earlier
offered to Italy, apparently goes to Jugo-Slavia. In
effect Italy obtains strategic and other advantages which
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strengthen her foothold on the Fiume bridge-head, en-
danger the free economic development and the indepen-
dence of the port of Fiume, and create a Slav Irredenta
of serious proportions on her eastern frontier. On the
other hand, when the reported terms are compared with
Italy’s original demands, it will be clear that the firm
refusal of the American representatives to sanction the
Italian programme of sweeping annexations, coupled
with the moderating influence of the Nitti and Giolitti
governments, has achieved the emancipation of several
hundred thousand Jugo-Slavs, and made the ultimate
settlement far less harmful and unjust than it would
otherwise have been. It is but fair to state that what-
ever amelioration of the harsh terms of the Adriatic set-
tlement has been accomplished, despite the commitments
of an unfortunate secret diplomacy, is due primarily to
the firm stand of President Wilson in favor of equal jus-
tice for both great and small nations.



VII
CONSTANTINOPLE AND THE BALKANS!

BY ISAIAH BOWMAN

It is not an exaggeration to say that men now look out
upon world conditions and upon peoples almost unknown
until yesterday much as men looked out upon the world
at the threshold of the Age of Discovery. People every-
where have been shaken violently out of their former
routine. The aspects of life familiar before the war have
in most cases been strangely altered. The current of
the individual’s life as well as the current of national life
has been diverted into new channels. Paderewski, when
asked if he found it difficult to face the crowds of War-
saw on his first appearance there two years ago, said
that though he expected to have stage fright, actually he
felt quite at ease, and that he supposed it was due to
experience in facing audiences during his musical career.
“You know I used to play,” he said. “Yes,” replied his
listener, “I used to hear you.”

A few years ago the Balkan wars were a matter of
paramount public interest. Vast uncontrollable forces
were then unloosed. No man could have foreseen the
way in which they were to lead through the World War
to the present chaos. Now we look back upon them as
incidents; the stage of the world has been reset. The
word “Balkanized” has become the familiar epithet of

1 Most of the data for this article and some entire paragraphs are taken from
my book entitled * The New World: Problems in Political Geography,” published
by World Book Company, Yonkers-on-Hudson, New York, 1921.
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the journalist. What have the Allied leaders done to
better the political conditions of this “dark and bloody
ground” of Central Europe?

Whatever practical considerations were brought to the
peace conference of Paris by the European powers—and
there were indeed a multitude—it remains a fact that
never before in the history of the world was there put
beside these practical considerations a group of idealistic
principles which, winning “here a little, there a little,”
were finally, by the processes of fate, to end in a vital
struggle both in the field of our own domestic politics
and in the material field of Allied interests.

We may take the partisan view that the idealism faded
and died, or we may take the view that here and there.
something was accomplished that was far better than the
world had known hitherto. Whatever view we hold, it
must not be supposed that because of the great clamor
of criticism against the peace treaties other leaders could
have united more effectively upon a programme of set-
tlement. From the first there was confusion concerning
the objects of the war and of the peace treaties. With
the whole fabric of society torn and disfigured it was
natural that there should be many divergences of opinion
as to the manner by which it could be restored. To
some the war meant political freedom, to others the lib-
eration of oppressed minorities. The freedom of the
seas meant one thing to Germany and another to Eng-
land. To one group in Russia self-determination meant
independence, to another autonomy, to a third the rule
of the proletariat. One soldier from America might hope
for better working conditions at home, while another
thought only of helping France or beating Germany, or
possibly of a glorious adventure or a chance to follow



142 WHAT REALLY HAPPENED AT PARIS

the invisible banners of the spirit. Men suffered and
died for different ob]ects

When the peace treaties came to be framed every per-
son hoped to have his special object achieved; other-
wise he would be disappointed. So diverse were the
hopes of different nations and peoples that no set of
formule could have been found to fit Allied purposes.
The Fourteen Points of President Wilson received almost
universal approval, because they were put into general
terms. The vast scale of the losses, the bitterness of the
military contest, was such that the moment that specific
settlements were proposed every interested party felt
betrayed. Each delegation felt that only its brand of
. ““doxy” was orthodoxy.

If there was confusion, it is also true that never be-
fore were the peoples of the world all talking at once,
as befitted the end of a war that embraced the world. A
delegation from Orawa in the foothill region of the Car-
pathians came to Paris in native peasant costume to
argue union with Poland; Jugo-Slav representatives came
to argue against Italian ownership of Fiume; Mace-
donians came looking for the millennium. Each one of
the Central European nationalities had its own bagful
of statistical and cartographical tricks. When statistics
failed, use was made of maps in color. It would take a
huge monograph to contain an analysis of all the types
of map forgeries that the war and the peace conference
called forth. A new instrument was discovered—the
map language. A map was as good as a brilliant poster,
and just being a map made it respectable, authentic.
A perverted map was a life-belt to many a foundering
argument. It was in the Balkans that the use of this
process reached its most brilliant climax.
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It is no error of political judgment to suppose that
any international agreement of the immediate future or
any international policy, whether it relates to frontiers,
commercial opportunities, or the formation of a govern-
ment, will have a far greater number of unfriendly critics
than supporters. America has yet to frame its new -
programme. To have that programme accepted it will
have to deal with much the same kind of humanity;
it will have to deal with essentially the same human
leaders that met in 1919, and back of the leaders stand
the common people with their nationalistic and at
times uncontrollable aspirations and their simple and
easily betrayable sense of right and wrong.

CONSTANTINOPLE

Had the secret Treaty of London of April, 1915, been
made public, the world would have discovered, in less
than nine months from the opening of the World War,
that the objects of the war had completely changed. The
orbit of political thought could no longer be calculated
from the events of July and August, 1914. As Presi-
dent Wilson said in 1918, with full world approval,
“whatever the causes of the war, the objects have
changed.” The great principle of the Allied commanders
in the field and in the foreign offices was to augment and
solidify the power opposed to Germany and her allies,
and this could be done in the case of the materially
minded only by offering material advantages. Though
granting full credit to the noble idealism that pervaded
a part of their people, it is yet true that Italy, Greece,
and Russia were to be paid for a part of their services,
and Constantinople and Dalmatia were as so much cash
in hand.
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From that time until the break between the Bolshe-
vists and the Allies, Constantinople was looked upon as
an ultimate prize of war. Instead of Russian control of
Constantinople, as promised in 1915, we have Allied
control. Instead of a free commercial passage with in-
ternational guarantees of equality and security, but with
a Russian flag, we have a so-called Zone of the Straits,
to be administered by a commission of the League of
Nations. While this arrangement is to be carried out
through the terms of the Treaty of Sévres (August, 1920),
it is interesting to note that it was suggested in principle
by the head of the American Government on January 8,
1918, and that this view corresponded with the recom-
mendations of “The Inquiry” (organized under Col-
onel House) in a memorandum to the President dated
January 2, 1918. In this memorandum it was urged,
among other things, that there should be friendly inter-
course through and across the Straits, and that inter-
national administration be invoked to the end that the
Straits should remain a commercial passage or should
form part of an international zone.

It is not my purpose to expound either the historical
or the commercial importance of Constantinople. That
theme has been presented so often that I could hardly
expect to add anything new or particularly illuminating.
The Ukrainian section of southern Russia has in the past
generation undergone significant economic change. The
iron and coal deposits have invited capital and labor. A
period of increasing agricultural production has corre-
sponded with a period of rapid industrial development
in Germany, Belgium, France, and the United Kingdom,
and the growing export of cereals has been one of the
chief sources of wealth. Manganese and petroleum from
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Transcaucasia and even the dairy products of western
Siberia have in some measure at least been turned toward
the commercial focus of Constantinople. Here gathered
Austrian, Russian, British, Dutch, Italian, and Greek
shipping. Looking ahead for a period of fifty years one
can see that both from its geographical position and from
its economic and political importance Constantinople was
to take a place in the modern world that accorded not
with the ambitions and perspective of the Turk hut
with the view of the Western powers. It was to resume
once more somewhat the place that it had as one of that
group of four cities on or near the eastern Mediterranean
—Constantinople, Athens, Rome, Jerusalem—{rom which
for centuries have emanated religious and political move-
ments of the first order.

‘I shall merely touch upon the place of Constantinople
m the German political scheme. The enterprise of her
merchants and diplomats was substantially rewarded.
In the period 1887-1910 Turkish imports of German
goods rose from 6 to 21 per cent, and of Austrian goods
from 13 to 21 per cent. In the same period the imports
of English goods fell from 60 to 35 per cent; the imports
of French goods from 18 to 1i per cent. Between 1908
and 1911 German contractors obtained harbor conces-
sions at Alexandretta and concessions for a railway line
from Basra to Bagdad in territory of great strategic im-
portance to India and the Far East, and in relation to
the politics and commerce of the Mohammedan world.
In 1913 General Liman von Sanders headed a German
military mission at Constantinople, which tbereafter
practxcally controlled the Ottoman army.

The city of Constantinople is an important source of
the revenues of the Turkish state. It is the most impor-
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tant focus of trade in Turkey. Its entries in the year
1910-1911 amounted to 314 per cent of the total imports,
with Smyrna and Saloniki 10 per cent each. In exports,
however, Smyrna led with 20.6 per cent, and Constanti-
nople ranked second with 9 per cent. It has also been
the chief focus of Turkish political life for a period ante-
dating the discovery of America by forty years. Rep-
resentatives of the various sections of Turkey have come
here. It is the seat of the council of administration of
the Ottoman foreign debt. With the capital retained at
Constantinople instead of in an interior location, there
is a better hold upon the functionaries of the state, a
readier access to them, a more convenient centre for the
spread of Allied influence in connection with the main-
tenance of the principle of the Ottoman public debt as
of 1914, which continues to be administered in favor of
the bondholders in order that the debt may be ultimately
extinguished. ’

If we throw the position of the Turk at Constantinople
against the background of fact and judgment that I
have briefly sketched, I think we shall have far more
patience, and, if I may say so, resignation. Every one
expected the Turk to be kicked out of Europe. Follow-
ing the defeat of the Turk at the second siege of Vienna,
in 1683, he has been pushed step by step toward the
southeastern corner of the Balkan peninsula. Here was
the long-hoped-for opportunity to overwhelm him, and
here apparently there should have been no revival of
that historic rivalry between England and Russia which
prolonged the stay of the unspeakable Turk. To many
it seemed a betrayal of one of the Allied purposes to
Ieave him there.

But here, again, we are dealing with one of the actuali-
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ties of life, not with its ideologies. Constantinople is
still to a great many Mohammedans the focus of their
religious world. From Constantinople proceeded for
many years an authority that extended over 260,000,000
people. Though a rival appeared during the war in the
sherif of Mecca (the king of the Hedjaz), who not only
refused to acknowledge the authority of the Sheikh-ul-
Islam at Constantinople, but even fought against the
Turks, his influence was in the main confined to the
Arab world. North and east of the Arab world, particu-
larly in Anatolia, Persia, and India, were Mohammedans
who still Iooked to Constantinople for religious leading,
and among these were one group of 66,000,000 Moham-
medans in northwestern India who had it in their power
to set In motion vast and evil forces. Were they to
attempt to disrupt the Indian Empire or even to turn
their large section of India into a state of anarchy, the
British might be unable to restore peace.

Thus the Mohammedan question, focussed at Con-
stantinople, leads into a maze of vital problems in the
fields of religion and colonies and sea-borne trade and
‘international politics. French and Italian as well as
British and Greek interests are involved. Let us look
at a particular aspect of the matter—the relation of Con-
stantinople to the powerful secret societies or confraterni-
ties among the Mohammedan populations. “Confra-
ternities” is a general or collective name for the various
religious societies of the Mohammedan world, of which
there are from fifty to one hundred scattered from Mo-
rocco to Bagdad. Almost every male Moslem is a mem-
ber of one of these societies.

The confraternities came into existence in an interest-
ing way. After Mohammed’s death Mohammedanism
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changed its aspect. It reached into the field of law and
gave religious authority to the words and decrees of the
lawyers. The rulers, on their side, also sought to control
the church and make it an instrument of military and
political conquest. In addition, the Turks and the
Arabs developed strong racial and then political animosi-
ties. In reaction to all these changes pious men of
strong character founded sects or fraternities, withdrew
, to a remote region, gathered disciples, and built monas-
teries.

Some of these societies were widely known and themr
mfluence reached from one end of the Moslem world to -
the other; others were quite obscure and local. Some
have lived for a long time; others went out of existence
almost with the death of the original founder. Some
were military in spirit; others were pacifistic. Some of
them have become great missionary agencies whose chief
goal has been the great interior of Africa, where they
would be far from the arm of European authority and
where there are millions of ignorant, superstitious ne-
groes to convert.

The most powerful of the African societies is the
Senussi, which, with a quite special character, has been
in existence for about eighty years. Though at first
free from all political influence, the Senussi gradually
were drawn into political relations which have affected
their later development. They strongly resisted the
coming of the Italians after the Italo-Turkish War, feel-
ing that with Italian control over the northern seaports,
the lucrative trade in slaves and control of the caravan
routes would be affected. Between 1912 and 1914 they
were supplied with arms, ammunition, and money by
the Turks, and thus were able to resist successfully the
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Italian advance into the interior of Cyrenaica. With the
outbreak of war in August, 1914, Turkish agencies be-
came active in Libya and Tripoli, and the Italian forces
were driven back néarer the coast. As the war pro-
gressed, the leader of the Senussi became more and more
ambitious and desired to make himself sovereign of the
Moslem world. He attacked the Egyptian border from
three points, the central one being the oasis of Siwa; but
the British defeated this movement and finally, in Feb-
ruary, 1917, drove him out of Siwa.

While the confraternities represent in some respects &
disruptive force in Mohammedan life—they have often
quarrelled with each other and with the central religious
authority—yet their fanaticism is always aroused by any
consolidation of threatening power on the part of the
Christian “infidel.” The recent report of Tilho’s work
(Geograpbical Journal, London, 1920), during the whr
period, in the desert region northeast of Lake Tchad, in
the border of the Tibesti highlands, iluminates this
point. The virtually annual military expeditions of the
British in the neighboring districts of the Anglo-Egyptian
Sudan also clearly show the constant strain involved in
maintaining order in a remote desert region sprinkled
with strongholds maintained by fanatical tribesmen.

When we consider the geographical distribution of the
military expeditions and the cost that they involve, and
especially when we view the generally unsettled state of
the world, shall we not agree that a policy of conciliation
in dealing with the Turk is wholly justified? Is the social
and political wreck of the whole border of the Mohamme-
dan world not too great a price to pay for the driving of
the Turk from Europe? For his presence at Constanti-
nople is a mere shadow. The armed forces about the Sul-
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tan are Imited to 700 guards. The total armed forces of
Turkey shall not exceed 50,000 men, and these are to be
distributed regionally by a military inter-Allied commis-
sion of organization in collaboration with the Turkish
Government. The fortifications of the Bosporus and the
Dardanelles, and on adjacent islands of the northeastern
Agean, are to be demolished, together with purely mili-
tary roads and other works. In practice Allied war-ships
occupy strategic positions, and doubtless will always
remain there if the Treaty of Sévres is confirmed. At a
moment’s notice the feeble military forces of the Turk
in Europe could be extinguished. That a patch of the
map of Europe should be colored in a way to correspond
with Anatolia may seem a pity to the unthinking, but it
has no significance whatever in reality. A centuries-old
hope of the Western powers has been realized. Effec-
tively the Turk is no longer in Europe.

Constantinople, seen in this light, is one of a number
of world objects which can be protected only by a con-
tinuance of Allied solidarity. If the Allies fall apart old
jealousies will be revived and new groupings formed, and
Constantinople will once more become a prize of old-
style diplomacy. This will not only be of advantage to
the Turk; it will revive the rivalry of the Balkan states,
and it would almost certainly bring Russia back into a
programme of expansion and result in the nationalistic
control of what the world has long agreed should be an
international waterway.

What may happen may be judged by the status of the
place since 1918. With the occupation by the Allied
fleet it was changed from a commercial thoroughfare to
a military base. Franchet d’Esperey became the leader
of the Allied land forces in the region, and detachments
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of French troops were distributed through the eastern
Balkans. Commissions of control were located at im-
portant points in Bulgaria and in eastern and western
Thrace; and individual French officers were stationed at
Budapest, Lemberg, and other critical localities. Con-
stantinople also became the base for British and French
activities, the one in the Caucasus and the other in the
Ukraine.

Between the French and British some sort of agree-
ment appears to have been reached that looked toward
French control of the Ukraine as a French sphere of influ-
ence, and British control of the Baltic and of the Cau-
casus as British spheres of influence. Sydorenko and
Panyeko brought to various members of the American
delegation a document which has since been published
in an American periodical, purporting to represent the
claims of France upon the Ukraine, late in 1918, and
these claims included French control of railways, finance,
and the Ukrainian general staff. It is alleged that the
withdrawal of the French from Odessa early in 1919 was
due to the refusal of the Ukrainians to accept the terms
which the French proposed. British occupation of the
Transcaucasus region was terminated soon afterward,
when it became evident that only a strong land force
could maintain order.

Thus, in the interval since the armistice with Turkey
in October, 1918, Constantinople has been governed by
army authorities which have had in view two objects:
first, the military control of the city and the Straits, and,
second, the use of Constantinople as a base of both mili-
tary and political operations in regions political and
strategically tributary to the Straits. In Allied hands
_Constantinople has changed its role, and we have as a
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result of the change a clearer understanding of the pre-
cise objects which the Allied governments have histori-
cally associated with this important focus.
In order to set the point which we have just considered
into higher relief, let us Iook at two quite concrete aspects
‘of the Constantinople question—the primacy of British
shipping in the region of the Straits and the economic
situation of Bulgaria with respect to its foreign trade, for
the latter country has lost advantages which it formerly
enjoyed, and it is under a handicap in the process of
reconstruction. Who makes a corresponding gain?
In 1913-1914 the approximate totals of ship tonnage
m the Black Sea, Red Sea, and Persian Gulf were, by
nationalities, as follows:

British.......covvviiiiiiiiiiiiin.., 14,000,000 tons
Austro-Hungarian...................... 6,500,000 “
Russian.........ooveiviineneninnnnenns 5,500,000
Turkish...................cooii it 5,000,000 “
Italian..............ccoiiiiviii.... 4,000,000 *
French..........cooiiiii ... 4,000,000 *
German...............cciiiiiiiiiann, 2,750,000
Greek........cooiiiiie i 2,250,000 *

Dutch, Belgian, and Rumanian, less than 1,000,000 “ each

That is, the entire block of territory included within
these seas is a region which is primarily served by British,
Austro-Hungarian, Russian, and Turkish ships. Italy
and France have 4,000,000 tons each; Russia and Turkey
are for the moment entirely out of it; Austro-Hungarian
shipping has disappeared by reason of its surrender to
the Allies. British shipping has made the most conspicu-
ous gains as a result of the division of the German fleet.
Of ships, Great Britain has taken, roughly, 70 per cent.
In the reconstruction of commerce in the Constantinople
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region, and in the revival of shipping facilities, Great
Britain stands ready to play not merely the principal,
but a wholly dominating part. To her statesmen 1t -
would be unthinkable that, with these material advan-
tages in her hands, her diplomacy should fail to give her
such a measure of control in so vital an outlet as the
Bosporus as not to enable her to develop there a great
trading realm, possibly second only to that which she
has developed in India. While she has maintained mili-
tary forces in Transcaucasia, in Syria (until the French
occupation in November, 1919), and is still maintaining
them in Egypt and Mesopotamia, she has most distinctly
attempted to follow the policy of walking quite softly.
Though her political agents had penetrated as far as
Kurdistan in 1919, they were quick to disappear (and
the detachments that occupied advanced posts were with-
drawn) as soon as Arab and Kurd pressure developed in
any important degree. Though Great Britain is charged
with almost every imperial crime under the sun, her
policy in this section of the Arab world has been, I think
it is fair to say, conciliatory in the extreme; for Great
Britain recognizes the vital connection between her
social, political, and commercial life, on the one hand,
and her trade on the other; and in the long run the best
trading relations are those based upon good-will.
HHaving said this much, one is bound, also, to say that
most of the political settlements of the time, though
apparently based upon principles of justice, are very
strongly contributory toward British material advan-
tage. If Great Britain were to share in the control of
the Zone of the Straits of Constantinople, it might be a
desirable thing in contrast to Turkish control, with all of
its effects upon minority peoples and the welfare of the
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Balkan states; but it would also place Great Britain in
an extremely favorable position at the outlet of eastern
Bulgaria’s commerce by way of the Black Sea. Like-
wise, Rumania, encouraged in the Dobrudja, will see her
commerce flow in increasing degree toward the Black Sea,
and this trade also will have its outlet at the Bosporus.
When Greece asked for eastern and western Thrace, she
obtained the territory after long and skilful negotiations,
and, possibly, she ought to have it; but it cuts Bulgaria
off from the Zgean, puts her trade outlets on this sea in
the hands of Greece, and obliges her to despatch a con-
siderable part of her goods over the railroad to Con-
stantinople.

Here we have one of the complexities of the time into
which I shall not venture to go more than a step. In
the modern, closely organized, strongly commercialized
world it is virtually impossible to make a clean-cut
distinction between what is right from the standpoint of
ethnography, nationalistic sentiment, and abstract jus-
tice, and what is fair from the standpoint of economic
advantage. Lloyd George said that the Germans would
not sign the treaty if Danzig were given to the Poles, and
this may have been true; but the alternative to Polish
ownership was not German ownership, but a free state
under a British high commissioner. And can we sup-
pose that British statesmen did not also have in mind
textile mills, railroads, oil-fields, ships, and coal? So
that if we introduce a new set of conceptions into diplo-
macy, if we call it, Iet us say, “The New Diplomacy,” we
shall perhaps be able here and there to achieve justice in
minor cases, but the great stakes of diplomacy remain
the same. - We simply discuss them in different terms.

If these things be true, the mandatory principle of the



CONSTANTINOPLE AND THE BALKANS 13535

League of Nations may have in it one of the most pow-
erful elements of international justice; and if the League
of Nations continues, and particularly if it develops, the
attention of a disinterested government should be very
strongly focussed upon the precise manner in which the
mandates of the League are exercised. With the com-
plex relations that we have sketched above between
trade and diplomacy, it is inconceivable that the terms
of a mandate should be drawn up by the interested
power. No such thing as equality of trade privileges,
one of the objects of the mandatory principle, will fol-
Iow. And to the degree to which there is an investment
of capital and development by the mandatory power to
the exclusion of other powers or to their disadvantage,
there will be laid the basis for undivided control and
outright ownership. It remains, therefore, to be seen
whether the mandatory principle is merely a transition
stage between the extreme of military occupation as a
result of war and the extreme of complete ownership, or
whether it is the first step toward the real administration
of mandated regions by the League of Nations.

THE BaLkaN COUNTRIES

From being an undernourished and undeveloped part
of the Turkish Empire, with life demoralized or even
degraded, with persecution rife and with society of a
low order of development, the Balkan lands changed
their character in the nineteenth century and were
brought within the limits of the western European indus-
trial realm. They became the transit lands for a part
of the Oriental trade under that autonomy or semi-
dependence which they had gained by several centuries
of effort. Undér the protection of general European
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treaties whose execution involved chiefly the welfare of
western European powers, the Balkan states increased in
population, developed cities of considerable size and
commercial importance, and put their products into the
current of world trade. Though principally of impor-
tance as transit lands, the Balkans became important,
also, because of their own economic resources and the
increased purchasing power of their people.

Two broad groups of Slavic peoples had developed,
the Jugo-Slavs and the Bulgarians. The former is com-
posed of such diverse elements as the Serbs and the Slo-
venes, and the latter, originally Finno-Ugrian, as the
ethnologist would say, and not Slavic, has been so thor-
oughly penetrated by Slavic peoples in successive migra-
tions that it is now properly classed as a Slav state.
The South Slavs form one of two great fingers of Slav-
dom thrust westward into Central Europe, and it ex-
tends all along the Adriatic, enveloping the key cities of
Fiume and Trieste.

The degree of unity of these two Slavic groups, Jugo-
Slavs and Bulgarians, is quite different. The Bulgari-
ans are chiefly a peasant people, with fairly uniform
economic advantages and ethnic qualities. Four-fifths
of Bulgarian exports consist of agricultural products, and
three-fourths of the imports are manufactured wares.
While the large estate has long been a feature of land
tenure in Rumania, Jugo-Slavia, and Greece, Bulgaria is
pre-eminently the land of small peasant proprietors.
Three-fourths of her land is held in small farms not
exceeding twenty hectares (fifty acres). Proprietors
holding more than thirty hectares (seventy-five acres)
hold only 14 per cent of the total area of cultivable land.
In contrast to the Bulgarians the Jugo-Slavs are com-
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posed of most diverse elements. The Slovenes, for ex-
ample, fought in the Austrian army and faced Italian
divisions up to the end of the war. By the Pact of
Corfu, signed in 1917, and the organization of a recog-
nized government at Agram after the November armis-
tice, 1918, the kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slo-
venes was created, and the group of Slovenes incorpo-
rated with the Serbs and Croats to form a new Allied
state. Thus, by a political phrase, Croats and Slovenes
became allies of the Italians, whom they had just been
fighting! This was one of the facts that was used
against them again and again by the Italians to support
their claim to a large part of the Jugo-Slav territory and
its commercial outlets at the head of the Adriatic.

The degree of unity of the Jugo-Slav state is altogether
problematical, and doubt as to its political stability was
a source of grave weakness in its diplomacy. There has
been a steady growth of the agrarian party which seeks
such control and division of the land and such commer-
cial arrangements as will be of greatest benefit to it.
Opposed to each other are two other political groups, the
one seeking a strongly centralized government, the other
a confederation which would leave the various states
with a high degree of political and commercial autonomy.
Such a state finds it difficult to manage its domestic
affairs, and is almost groping in the dark in attempting
to negotiate with foreign powers.

Thus the war has completely changed the orientation
of the Serbian state, a part of Jugo-Slavia. Its original
thought at the opening of the first Balkan War was to
unite only its immediate kinsmen with the main body,
and to secure a window on the sea. Because Greek
troops captured Saloniki from the Turks after a long
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siege in 1912 Serbia was deprived of an outlet on the
Zgean. Her eyes thereupon turned to the Adriatic, and
here she has struggled with Italy for just two years with
the object of controlling the eastern Adriatic Iittoral.
Realizing that she could not win on the programme of
1919, Jugo-Slavia took renewed interest in her eastern
frontier, where she was able to make gains at Bulgaria’s
expense. To understand the background of this action
requires us to digress a moment for a view of the general
situation and an earlier phase of the treaty-making
process. ‘

The boundary settlements of the Balkans were made
on a principle quite different from that which governed
the making of the German treaty. The signatures of
Germany and Austria had been obtained—and the rati--
-fication also—to the treaties of Versailles and St. Ger-
main-en-Laye. It was a foregone conclusion that Bul-
garia would sign. Months before, in the case of Ger-
many, there was no such assurance. It is perhaps worth
while, therefore, to sketch an historic incident that bears,
if only by contrast, on the Balkan question, and which
involves one of the most dramatic moments of the peace
conference.

The early days of the peace conference were filled with
organization plans, with a multitude of questions of the
first order respecting the management of a world still
largely under military ‘control, and with hearing the in-
sistent claims of minor nationalities. It would have
been a ruthless spirit that denied a hearing to Poles,
Czecho-Slovaks, Greeks, to mention only the leading
delegations of minor rank. Their representatives were
not trained in the principles of effective speaking. When
‘Dmowski related the claims of Poland, he began at
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eleven o’clock in the morning and in the fourteenth
century, and could reach the year 1919 and the pressing
problems of the moment only as late as four o’clock in
the afternoon. Bene$ followed immediately with the
counter-claims of Czecho-Slovakia, and, if I remember
correctly, he began a century earlier and finished an
hour later! Venizelos, a more practised hand, confined
himself to one century of Greek history rather than to
five, and was adroit enough to tell his story in instal-
ments. To listen to these recitals of national claims, to
organize field commissions to Berlin, Vienna, southern
Russia, etc., for gathering political and economic data
on the spot, to draft the projects for reparation, the
League of Nations, etc., filled the first two months of
the conference.

At last it was apparent to every one that the confer-
ence had to be speeded up. It had accomplished a vast
amount of labor in a brief time, but the taking of evi-
dence in the supreme council had to stop. This work
was thereafter largely assigned to commissions who then
reported to the supreme council. To facilitate one
branch of the work, the territorial settlements, and to
determine the new boundaries, Premier Clemenceau, Mr.
Balfour, and Colonel House planned to meet at the
French Foreign Office on February 19. On his way to
the conference Clemenceau was shot. Mr. Balfour and
Colonel House went ahead with the arrangements. On
the forenoon of February 21 a group of British and
American experts met, at the suggestion of Colonel
House, in my office, room 446 of the Crillon Hotel. The
British delegation included Sir William Tyrell, Headlam-
Morley, Lieutenant-Colonel Cornwall, and others; among
the Americans were Haskins, Seymour, and Johnson.
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When the session ended at four o’clock in the afternoon
of that day, the boundaries of Germany were tentatively
sketched and the way prepared for a conclusion of the
matter in the various territorial commissions that worked
out the details.

The first boundary report to be presented and then
argued before the supreme council was that of the Polish
territorial commission, fixing Germany’s eastern boun-
dary. Jules Cambon read the report of the Polish com-
mission. At last the time had come for settling the de-
tails of a particular boundary. Up to this time every-
thing had been prelminary—the taking of evidence; now
there was to be fixed a definite frontier. Moreover, it
was recommended that Danzig be given to the Poles,
and the report of the commission was unanimous on this
point. Here was an old Hanseatic town, a modern com-
mercial port, a focus of sea-borne trade of great future
importance. Trade is the life of the British Empire.
It was an Englishman who wrote that shipping was to
England like the hair of Samson, the secret of strength.
Would Lloyd George continue in the réle of irresponsible
and playful plenipotentiary, or would he recognize the
stake at Danzig—Danzig, behind which were textile
mills, coal, and the petroleum of the Carpathian fore-
Iands? Suddenly Lloyd George changed from a state of
bored indifference to one of aggressive participation.
From that moment forward Lloyd George never relaxed
his interest or his control. Sitting forward in his chair,
and speaking in an earnest voice, he proceeded to
tear the report to pieces, and the argument he employed
wiped the smiles from the faces and drove fear into the
hearts of his listeners. “Gentlemen,” he said, “if we
give Danzig to the Poles the Germans will not sign the
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treaty, and if they do not sign our work here is a failure.
I assure you that Germany will not sign such a treaty.”
There ensued a silence that could be heard. Every one
was shocked, alarmed, convinced. Lloyd George had in-
troduced a bogey and it had worked. Thenceforth the
motto of the British premier might have been: “I have
a little shadow that goes in and out with me!”

When the report was resubmitted to the Polish com-
mission the next morning, it was the British representa-
tive himself who brought a typed answer to the asser-
tions of his chief, Lloyd George. When on the same
day the supplementary report was read, President Wil-
son reviewed in a masterly fashion the two sides of the
question, emphasizing what had been promised the Poles
in Article XIII of his declaration of January 8, 1918,
before a joint session of the Congress of the United States.
Thereupon, with his eyes fixed upon the trade prize of
Danzig and his mind fortified with the historic prece-
dents so skilfully supplied by Headlam-Morley, Lloyd
George moved that the report be tentatively accepted
as read, but that final decision on Germany’s boundaries
be reserved until all the territorial reports had been
considered. Directly thereafter the council of four was
organized, where decisions could be reached without the
bother of territorial experts, with whose facts, or any
other kind of facts except purely political ones, Lloyd
George had no patience whatever. The next we hear
of the Danzig question Lloyd George and President
Wilson have agreed to make it a free city.

With this solution I have no quarrel. It was even
with a sense of relief that we heard that the matter had
been thus settled. While I believe that Danzig should
be a Polish port, I also realize that there are two very
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big sides to the question. To find out what had been
agreed upon and to give the agreement substance, Head-
lam-Morley and myself waited on the President, for,
within the space of an hour, to two different members
of his staff Lloyd George had given two quite different
versions as to what had been agreed upon between him-
self and the President, and a midnight meeting between
. the British experts and myself failed to untangle the
matter. The President reported that it had been agreed
to follow the ethnic principle in delimiting Danzig’s
boundaries and to give the city a “free” status. Spread-
ing out various maps upon the floor of the President’s
study, we examined the matter in some detail, and de-
cided to avoid discussion as to the relative merits of the
ethnic maps of the different delegations by submitting a
small map prepared by Lloyd George’s advisers. There-
upon Mr. Paton, of the British delegation, and I set to
work upon a large-scale map prepared by the American
Inquiry, which was used throughout the Polish negotia-
tions as the authoritative map on ethnic matters. Be-
tween four and six o’clock we traced the boundaries of
Danzig as they stand in the treaty to-day. Transferring
these boundaries to the British small-scale map for the
benefit of Mr. Lloyd George they were presented to
the council of four, and there passed without delay.

Six months thereafter, and against the protest of the
American representative on the supreme council, Sir
Reginald Tower was appointed high commissioner at
Danzig. His stormy course there could have been pre-
dicted with mathematical accuracy by any one inter-
ested enough to see why Lloyd George labored for a
free city on the shores of the Baltic, where British ship-
ping and capital were to be rapidly increased, and why
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Sir Reginald was chosen on the basis of a record in South
America quite unfavorably known to many American
merchants. In this and in many other matters the Brit-
ish knew just what they wanted and how to get it. In
training and experience they were second to no other
delegation, and they worked with a sureness of touch
that aroused the deepest admiration.

No ‘such fear as that which beset the mmds of the
leading statesmen with respect to the German treaty
assailed them when Bulgaria came to sign. The cere-
mony of the signing was altogether extraordinary. In
the old town hall at Neuilly stood files of soldiers, guards
with fixed bayonets were stationed at the angles of the
stairway, the cars of the different delegations swanked
up to the entrance, the Allied leaders took their seats,
and very powerful and formidable they appeared. It
was a splendid array. In the background was a com-
pact mass of onlookers from the various delegations,
including a sprinkling of women. It was a scene, and
they were there to see it. Several bound copies of the
treaty lay on the table. One looked to see the doors
thrown open and a file of Bulgarian officials and a Iit-
tle ceremoniousness and, in short, something befitting
the power and majesty of the sovereign Bulgarian people
on a solemn and historic occasion. Instead, there was a
military order in French in the hallway outside, the
doors slowly opened, a half-dozen French foreign office
secretaries rose and stood about the entrance, and after
a pause a single gray-faced and very scared-looking,
slightly stooped man walked slowly in and was ushered
to a seat at one end of the room. Was all this cere-
mony and this imposing array for the purpose of dealing
with this lone individual—the peasant, Stambouliski?
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It lIooked as if the office boy had been called in for a con-
ference with the board of directors. Of course he would
sign, as presently he did, very courteously escorted and
supported by the hovering foreign office secretaries; and
then the great chiefs of the Allies signed, and presently
the lone Bulgar, still scared and wall-eyed, was led to
the door, and thus furtively he escaped. The break-up
of the rest of the assemblage wore the cheerful aspect of
an afternoon tea. The Allies were at peace with Bul-
garia |

What did the treaty do? It took things from Bui-
garia. Were any of these actively protested? On what
principle? These are important matters over which we
would do well to reflect for a moment, for both during
the war and the peace conference the position of the
American Government was Iittle understood, abroad as
at home. On the one hand, we were accused of softness
respecting a treacherous enemy state, an ally of Ger-
many; and, on the other, we were thought heartless and
lacking moral courage for signing a treaty that stripped
Bulgaria of territory and property when we had never
declared war against her. Let us see where the line of
justice lies and exactly what was tke record of the
American delegation.

The Allies naturally viewed the peace now from the
standpoint of imposing terms upon an enemy, again
from the standpoint of abstract justice as expressed in
President Wilson’s Fourteen Points. In the settlements
now one view, now another was dominant. Thus the
path of conciliation was everywhere made difficult. At
every turn one must needs give documentary evidence of
hating the enemy or one might be thought pro-German.
This state of things suggests a bit of self-analysis on the
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part of the man who didn’t like olives: “I don’t like
olives, and I'm glad I don’t like ’em, for if I liked ’em
I'd eat ’em, and I hate ’em.”

America’s chief representative was always powerful
and respected, and on every occasion demanding clear-
ness and vision it was he who stood head and shoulders
above his associates. When I suggested to some of my
British colleagues after a debate between Lloyd George
and the President that we should keep score on our
chiefs to see which made the most points, the reply was
made: “Up to now, at least, your chief has won them all "’

But with delay in the Senate the influence of the
American representatives grew steadily less. On one
occasion Mr. Polk commissioned me to secure the opinion
of Premier Clemenceau on the Fiume question, which
was then leading up to one of its most critical phases.
It was late in 1919, we had not ratified the Treaty of
Versallles, the conference was nearing its end, the Ameri-
can delegation was soon to leave. Tardieu reported his
chief’s answer to our suggestion: “The Americans are
charming but they are far away; when you have gone
the Italians remain—and as our neighbors.” Just at the
end the power represented by America had a sudden
burst of recognition. You will not find it in the min-
utes of the proceedings. The incident is historic. The
German representatives were reluctant to sign the pro-
tocol of the final proceedings respecting the ratification
of the Treaty of Versailles. The American delegation
was to sail on December 5. At the close of the session
on December 3 Clemenceau turned to Mr. Polk and
begged him to postpone the departure of the American
delegation. On his face were no longer the aggressive
and determined lines of the victorious leader. There was



166 WHAT REALLY HAPPENED AT PARIS

a day when he had called the President pro-German
and left the council of four in anger. Now he sought
companionship as he walked through the dark pathway
of his fears. Unless ratifications were exchanged all
might be lost. “Mr. Polk, I beg you to remain. If
you don’t the Germans will not sign. I beg you to
stay. I beg you not to go.” The American delegation
delayed its departure.

From the attitude of the American delegation in the
case of the Adriatic dispute, it will be obvious what their
position was in the case of those three salients of Bul-
garian territory toward the west which Serbia coveted
and eventually obtained by the Treaty of Neuilly, be-
tween Bulgaria and the Allied and Associated Powers.
These three salients are occupied by Bulgarian popula-
tions, and not only in the territorial commissions but also
in the supreme council the American representatives
opposed to the end, and had their opposition entered
mm the record, the giving of Bulgarian territory to a
greatly enlarged Jugo-Slavia. That state already in-
cluded Slovenes of doubtful allegiance, colonies of Ger-
mans and Hungarians north of the Save, Montenegrins
and Macedonian Slavs who certainly wanted least of all
 to be added to Serbia. And now the Jugo-Slavs were
bent, for strategic reasons—the protection of the railway
Iine from Nish to Saloniki—on lopping off four pieces of
Bulgarian territory and carrying the boundary in one
place within artillery range of Sofia, the capital of Bul-
garia.

Of the four pieces of territory which Bulgaria has lost
on the west—Tmmok, Tsaribrod, Bosilegrad, and Stru-
mitsa—the southernmost one, the Strumitsa salient, rep-
resents the most significant loss, and it is also the largest.
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For the lopping off of this projection of Bulgaria into
Macedonia puts an end, at least for the present, to the
lIong process begun in 1870, with the foundation of the
Bulgarian exarchate, and enhanced in 1878 with the
autonomy of Bulgaria, which had for its object the
Bulgarization of Macedonia and its ultimate annexation
to the Bulgarian realm. This act and the tacit confir-
mation by the powers of the Serbo-Greek boundary in
Macedonia throws the Macedonian question into its
latest, possibly its last, phase. The refined ethnographic
and linguistic studies of the past few years have shown
contradictory or indefinite results as to the mdividualis-
tic character of the Macedonian region. On the physical
side it is made up of bits of several adjacent natural
regions. On the religious side it might, in the nascent
state in which it was in 1870, have just as readily become
an appanage of Serbia as of Bulgaria. By 1912, how-
ever, over 1,100 Bulgarian churches had been estab-
lished in the region.

The population of Macedonia is estimated variously
between 1,200,000 and 2,000,000, owing to the indiffer-
ent boundaries of the region. More than half the people
are Christians, and the rest chiefly Mohammedans, with
some Jews. Each of the three adjacent states, Serbia,
Bulgaria, and Greece, made an effort to mmpose its
culture upon the people and to develop a nationalist
sentiment among them. Though the Bulgarians at one
time had possession of the region and though the racial
character of the people is perhaps somewhat more closely
smilar to Bulgaria than to Serbia, the Serbs also held
the country for a time and they left a deep impression
there, as is shown by the architecture and the literature.
Greek influence was strong in Macedonia, because her
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agents operated chiefly in the towns, and these domi-
nated large expanses of tributary country. Even Ru-
mania joined in the effort to penetrate Macedonia; there
are probably between 75,000 and 100,000 pastoral Vlachs
of Rumanian affiliation in the whole Macedonian country.

But greater success was bound to attend the Bulgarian
penetration, because from the first the Bulgarian religious
organization had a nationalistic cast. It was intimately
associated with the Bulgarian effort to achieve indepen-
dence and to round out the Bulgarian realm so as to
include all Bulgarian populations adjacent to the central
group. Thus it sought to include lands in Turkish hands
in eastern and western Thrace. It had as one of its
objects the incorporation of Macedonia into Bulgaria
and the recovery of territory inhabited by Bulgarians in
the Dobrudja. When its religious teachers went mto
Macedonia they took with them not merely the faith of
their church but the hope of freedom from the Turk,
the pride of nationality which the Bulgarians had, and
kinship with a closely related ethnic group. Naturally,
under these conditions Bulgaria, at the close of the first
Balkan War, looked upon Macedonia as her own, and the
restriction of approach of Serbia to Saloniki on the south
was acknowledged by the Serbians themselves. In the
secret treaty with Bulgaria just before the first Balkan
War, Serbia agreed to the definition of a neutral strip
running east-northeast to Lake Okhrida, one hundred
miles northwest of Saloniki, which was to be the subject
of later negotiation between her and Bulgaria. The
later negotiation never took place, for Bulgaria made
unexpected gains in eastern Thrace, and the powers de-
‘cided to form an independent Albania in the regions
where Serbia had hoped to increase her territory. Serbia
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and Greece denounced the territorial terms of the alli-
ance, Bulgaria insisted on them in spite of changed con-
ditions, and the second Balkan War resulted. With the
complete success of Serbia and Greece, as opposed to
Bulgaria, they divided Macedonia between them, leaving
only the Strumitsa salient and the country immediately
northeast and east of it to Bulgaria; and the Treaty of
Neuilly, by taking away the Strumitsa salient has shut
the door on Bulgaria’s expansion in this direction.

The Macedonian question, once the chief political prob-
Iem of the Near East, has passed into an entirely new
phase. Neither Greece nor Serbia is expected to give up
Macedonian territory for a possible future Macedonia.
The Macedonians are without leaders of real ability, and
the heterogeneous character of the population makes it
impossible for them to have, or to express, a common
public opinion. There are no significant resources. It
is a poor country, unwooded, rather desolate, and will
always be commercially tributary to communities or
states that are richer and economically better balanced.
It is therefore improbable that the Macedonian question
will be revived except through the possible cruelties of
Greeks and Serbs in their treatment of the Macedonians.

It was a part of the programme of the American dele-
gation that, while the Strumitsa salient should properly
be removed because of the menace which it carried to
Greek and Serbian railway interests from Nish to Sal-
oniki, Bulgaria should not suffer the loss of the two
middle bits of territory—Tsaribrod and Bosilegrad. For
Sofia, the Bulgarian capital, is brought within thirty miles
of the new frontier, that is, within the range of modern
gunfire; and there is no warrant at all in ethnic consid-
erations for a change from the frontier as it stood before
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the beginning of the war. But the government of the
kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes desired to
rectify their frontier. Not at all sure of a satisfactory
settlement of the Adriatic question, Jugo-Slavia sought
to make the best of the new boundary arrangements
elsewhere. With Greece, a friendly ally, on the south,
she could hope for no expansion of her national domain
toward Saloniki, and it was altogether doubtful if she
could obtain compensation in northern Albania, as had
been promised by the secret Treaty of London in 1915.
But two other places remained where advantages could
be secured: on the north, where the enemy states of Aus-
tria and Hungary were to have their frontiers defined;
and on the east, where the Bulgarian frontier was yet to
be established. It was not in the interests of justice, it
was solely in the interest of the Jugo-Slav state, that
Bulgaria suffered territorial losses on the west. The
American delegation protested, both in the territorial
commissions and finally before the supreme council,
against these losses of territory, claiming them to be un-
justifiable according to any principle that had governed
the peace conference theretofore, and emphasizing the
menace of war that they invited.

While the arguments of the American representatives
were courteously received, our delay in ratifying the treaty
had weakened American prestige. If the loss of territory
pained an enemy, Bulgaria, it pleased an ally, Jugo-Slavia.
Germany and Austria had signed; Bulgaria would also
sign. The territory could be taken with impunity. Poli-
tics had become quite practical; the Fourteen Points and
their exponent, as Clemenceau had said, were far away.
However charming the Americans might be, the Jugo-
Slavs were nearer, and there remained the Adriatic dis-
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pute to settle. Perhaps a concession on the east would
soften the blow that impended on the west. When Jugo-
Slavia insisted on taking land from Bulgaria by the
Treaty of Neuilly, she paved the way for Rapallo.

On the other hand, we must remember:

(1) That in September, 1915, Bulgaria agreed to join
Austria-Hungary against Serbia and in return was to
receive a certain share of Serbian land and people.

(2) That Bulgarian authorities at one time even de-
clared that Serbia no longer existed and had become
Bulgarian, closed schools and churches, and even burned
them, compelled the people to speak Bulgarian, and, like
the Germans in Belgium and northeastern France, levied
fines and contributions, took away food, and ruined the
country.

(3) That out of tens of thousands of Serbians interned
m Bulgarian camps, at least half died.

(4) That Bulgarian outrages upon Greeks and Serbs—
men, women, and children—were among the most hideous
of the war.

The territorial losses of Bulgaria appear slight, but the
political stability of the state has been seriously affected

by them. By tacit confirmation of the northeastern
boundary of Bulgaria in the Dobrudja, on the part of the
powers, Rumanian merchants of Braila and Galatz are
given a vital hold upon that one-fourth of Bulgaria’s for-
eign trade that passes by way of the Danube. She is
deprived of an outlet on the Zgean save by the untried
experiment of international guarantee of transit trade
across a neighboring state, and the possible interna-
tionalization of the Maritsa River, as provided in the still
unratified Treaty of Sévres. Under these circumstances
her primitive economic organization lends itself the more
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readily to exploitation by foreign capital. More than a
fifth of so-called Bulgarians live outside her new national
boundaries—200,000 in Thrace, 200,000 in the Dobrudja,
800,000 exarchists in Macedonia—or a total of 1,200,000.
Favorable to national solidarity and political control is
the compact layout of the land. Favorable also in this
respect is the ethnic purity of the people. Of 4,000,000
population, 8o per cent are Bulgarian (as contrasted with
60 per cent of Czecho-Slovaks in Czecho-Slovakia). Turks
are found chiefly in the east and Greeks in the towns.

Perhaps the principal focus of territorial difficulty in
the Balkans is Thrace, whose eastern and western sec-
tions affect the commercial outlets of Bulgaria in a critical
way. This whole territory was coveted by Greece and
claimed on ground of strategy, ethnography, and com-
mercial advantage. A secret treaty, signed in February,
1913, approved of the cession of Kavala to Bulgaria on
the ground that it was the natural outlet for the western
section of that country, and at that time there was no
thought but that Dedeagatch would also remain in
Bulgarian hands. The ethnography of the entire area
would certainly indicate such a solution, and Greece had
her eyes fixed rather on Saloniki, southern Albania, and
the remoter borders of the eastern Zgean. But with
Allied victory Greece’s programme expanded so as to take
in the chief elements of the Greek world, and she sought
to consolidate the Greek peoples of eastern and western
Thrace by including these territories within her national
domain.

Ultimately she won the assent of all delegations except
the American, and American opposition continued until
the end, at least to the extent of not desiring to give
Greece all of the territory which she eventually obtained.
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American opinion favored a rectification of the Bulgarian
frontier at Adrianople and Kirk-Kilisse, so as to advan-
tage Bulgaria to some degree, and thus recognize not only
the ethnic principle but also the historic fact that in the
first Balkan War it was the effort of the Bulgarian army
which defeated the Turkish legions, and that the flower
of Bulgarian manhood fell in the sieges and campaigns
against Turkish strongholds in eastern Thrace.

Having reviewed a few of the outstanding problems of
the eastern Balkans we may now turn to Albania, on the
other side of the peninsula, where a sharp, three-cornered
conflict has raged for two years and where there still ex-
ists a problem of the first magnitude. The Albanians
number 1,000,000 people. Like the states about them,
they have slowly gained political self-consciousness.
Their homeland is a broken country, and a large part of
the population leads a pastoral life. Its coastal towns
and Jowland cities are intimately tied up with the com-
mercial systems of its neighbors, and its mountain popu-
lIation retains the primitive organization of the clan.
Under these circumstances it is obvious that the Alban-
ians should not have had a strong national programme
or the means to advance it. It was the will of the great
powers in 1913, after the first Balkan War, that was im-
posed upon Albania in establishing her boundaries, and
it was the will of the Allies that so long kept Italy at
Valona and for a time threatened to bring Jugo-Slavia
mto active conflict with the northern Albanians about
Scutari. Toward such a peopIe m such a land it is diffi- -
cult to frame a policy. It is easy to award indepen-
dence, but it is not equally easy to believe that right use
will be made of it. Jugo-Slavia and Italy are equally
hated, and Greece is no exception in disfavor.
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Had the terms of the secret Treaty of London of 1915
been carried out, Albania would have been divided. The
central portion would have been an autonomous Mo-
hammedan state under Italian protection; the northern
part would have been under the protection of Jugo-
Slavia, and the southern part was to have been divided
between Greece and Italy. Koritsa would have become
a Greek city, Valona an Italian stronghold and point of
penetration; Scutari and the Drin valley would have
become an outlet for Jugo-Slavia’s trade—and all of these
points would have become places for military and political
conflict, for the Albanians, though having no unity of
sentiment regarding a national programme, are united in
the belief that they can manage their affairs better than
the people about them. The Italians have been driven
from Valona by the efforts of the Albanians themselves,
and Albanian independence has been recognized by the
Council of the League of Nations. By a subsequent
treaty (1921) Italy is to have possession of the island of
Sassens and the two peninsulas that embrace the Bay of
Valona in order to complete her defense of the Adriatic.
She is also to have prior rights of a political and com-
mercial nature, but the reality of these rights have yet
to be proved.



VIII

THE ARMENIAN PROBLEM AND THE DISRUPTION
OF TURKEY

BY WILLIAM LINN WESTERMANN

The treaty of the Allied Powers and Turkey, signed at
Sévres on August 10 of last year, marks the end of the
Turkish Empire. The land which by the terms of this
treaty is left under the control of the Sultan, contains in
large percentage peoples who speak the Turkish tongue
and are believers in Islam, however much they may
differ in the component strains of their blood. They
feel themselves to be Turks, or, to use the designation
which they prefer, Osmanli.

The Arab peoples of Mesopotamia, Syria, and desert
Arabia have nothing in common with these Turks or
with their rulers, other than their Moslem religion. The
Treaty of Sévres has, indeed, freed the Arabs from the
domination of the alien Ottoman dynasty; but it has not
made them free. The Greek islands off the Asia Minor
coast which Italy was holding in 1914 have been reunited
with the kingdom of Greece by a separate treaty be-
tween Italy and Greece. Here they belong by all the
tests of language, deep desire, and other affinities which
are inherent in our complex idea of nationality. Pales-
tine has been set aside as a homeland for the Jews of the
world, under the mandate of Great Britain. If the terms
of the treaty are carried out, thither the Jews may go, if

they desire, and live in security as Jews, free to carry out
176
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their interesting plans for the social and economic better-
ment of the Jews who may come. To the Jews of the
diaspora, Palestine is to be the symbol of the political
nationhood which they lost twenty centuries ago, and a
pledge that the great tragedy of their humiliation may
now be ended. The Arabs of the Hedjaz, lying along
the eastern shore of the Red Sea, had been recognized,
during the war, as forming an independent state, and the
Cherif of Mecca, old Hussein Ibn Ali, had been called
king of the Hedjaz, much to his amusement, by the
great Western Powers, including the United States. The
independence of this kingdom was confirmed in the
Turkish treaty.

Except in the case of the Greek islands and the king-
dom of Hedjaz, these solutions are not as yet complete
or secure. Men will still have to face death, fighting for
or against the stabilizing and continuity of the decisions
made in respect to Palestine, Syria, and Mesopotamia.
Yet these four results of the Turkish treaty and other
negotiations which accompanied and are practically a
part of it, are, on the whole, to be rated as a gain to
the Greeks, to the Arab peoples, to the Jews, to the
Turks themselves, and to the world at large. This is,
however, the sum of the satisfaction which the peoples
of the Near East may derive out of the endless discus-
sions of distinguished diplomats at Paris, at London,
and at San Remo, covering in all a period of twenty
months. in 1919 and 1920. As compared with the hopes
men set their hearts upon at Paris, this accomplishment
is meagre. Far-seeing men believed that the hold of the
Ottoman Sultan upon Constantinople would be ended.
He still rules there—or, better, is ruled there. The world
believed that the highlands of Armenia would be formed
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into a free state, and the policy of the extermination of
this people would be thereafter impossible forever. The
Treaty of Sévres does, indeed, constitute a free and inde-
pendent state of Armenia; but that state exists only as
a name. Its boundaries are in part undetermined, in
part demarcated upon maps which ® would be a bitter
derision to publish. Actually there exists to-day a
Soviet Republic of Armenia, a small territory in Trans-
caucasian Russia. It is entirely subservient to the wishes
and designs of the Soviet Government. The Turkish
provinces of old Armenia, Van, Bitlis, and Erzerum, are
under the complete military control of the rebel Turkish
leader, Mustapha Kemal Pasha. He and his followers
lead the organization called the Tashkilat Milli or Na-
tional Organization. Their purpose is to defeat the prac-
tical application of the terms of the Treaty of Sévres,
because they see as clearly as we that the carrying out of
its terms means the end of the Ottoman Empire and the
foundation of a small but compact Turkish state. The
liberation of Armenia was the one outstanding result ex-
pected from the Near Eastern negotiations at the Peace
Conference. The failure to meet this general expectation
was Indirectly a result of the struggle among the Allied
Powers for equality or priority of opportunity in the
commercial exploitation of the old Turkish Empire in
the case of a successful termination of the war. In the
pursuit of these objects the independence and protection
of Armenia became a thing men talked about, but did
not work for.
. T Directly, the United States is responsible for the pres-
! lent plight of the Armenians, by default of service. An
| lessential weakness of our position in all Near Eastern
affairs was that we had not declared war upon Turkey.
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Hence we could not, in the period of the armistice, send
troops into Turkish Armenia when such action might
have saved many thousands of people from starvation.
Not having declared war upon Turkey, we were always,
during the period of discussion, outsiders, impotent to
affect the actual course of the negotiations or put our
own stamp upon the decisions taken. Even so, we, the
people of the United States, might have saved the Arme-
nians, had we been willing to accept a mandate, prefer-
ably for all the northern part of the Turkish Empire, but
at least for the Armenian portion. We may justify our-
selves as we will. The mandate for Armenia was offered
us and we refused to accept its obligations and the un-
doubted troubles which their acceptance would have
entailed. We feared foreign entanglements. That fear
was justified. But it is fear. The policy of no entan-
gling alliances advocated by the founders of our govern-
ment was based upon a caution which served well the
period of our immaturity and undeveloped union and

strength. A caution justified at the turning of the nine-|

teenth century has become a counsel of cowardice in the
twentieth century. We were asked to assist in the estab-
lishment of a new international policy in the control of
undeveloped peoples under the mandate system, advo-
cated by liberal sentiment the world over, by able lead-
ers from South Africa, Canada, China, Great Britain,
South America, and where not. It was entirely accept-
able, if honestly enforced, to the people to whom it was
to be applied. When boldness, confidence in the strength
of our own political integrity, and active support of a
new political ideal might have saved Armenia and with
it the Near East, we held back. President Wilson is not
responsible for this. We are, we the people of the United

H
i
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. States. The decision was ours and we took it. Ameri-
. can safety first. Where we might have led at the zero
. hour of political opportunity, we faltered and refused to
{_8o over.

In 1908 a successful revolt, led by the Young Turk
party, had brought to book the old tyrant, Abdul
Hamid, the Red Sultan. The Turkish constitution of
1876 was revived, dusted off, and patched up. The
old absolutism of the Sultan was severely limited. A
new spirit ran through the Turkish Empire. Extrava-
gant hopes of liberal treatment were aroused among the
Arabs and the Armenians. They believed that at last a
modus vivendi had been attained by which they might
continue to exist as loyal subjects of a state in which
they would no Ionger be regarded and treated as “riayah,”
the declassed, but as free Ottoman subjects. This en-
thusiasm was soon dissipated by the actions of the Com-
mittee of Union and Progress, the central controlling
organization of the Young Turk party. Their policy of
Turkizing all the peoples of the empire was a foolish
attempt to tear out roots which ran deeply into the his-
tory of the Orient and drew from those depths the emo-
tional nourishment of the centuries. The Turkizing
policy ran afoul the Arab revival, a movement in the
Arab world for the maintenance and further development
of Arab culture. Up to 1912 the Arab organizations
which had arisen in this revival had been literary and
academic, harmless and unrevolutionary. These socie-
ties with their numerous branches in this country and in
South America continued to exist. But beside them
grew up two secret revolutionary bodies, the one called
the Fettah, an organization in the civilian world, the
other and more dangerous one the Ahad. To this society
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were admitted only Arab military officers of the Turkish
army. In 1914 the loyalty of the Turkish army was
rotted away by this new loyalty among Arab officers,
high and low, who had sworn an oath to give their for-
tunes and their lives to the cause of the political separa-
tion of all the Arab-speaking peoples from Turkish mis-
rule. Many of these officers were intelligent and well-
trained in modern military science by Germans supplied
to the Turkish armies by General von der Goltz and his
staff. The plans for Arab liberation had matured to the
point where the year 1923 had been fixed upon as the
time for striking the blow for freedom.

In March, 1915, began a series of negotiations be-
tween the Allied Powers in respect to the disposition of
Turkish territory in case of Allied victory. From these
issued four international compacts. By the Sazonof-
Paleologue Agreement of March 4, 1915, Constantino-
ple and the control of the Straits were to go to Russia.
By the London Pact of April 26 of the same year, Italy
was to receive, in the event of Allied victory, full sov-
ereignty over the Dodecanese and recognition of her
right, in case of a partition of Turkey in Asia, to a “just
share” of the Mediterranean region about and back of
Adalia. In vain British liberals at that time pointed
out to their government that it was entering upon a
dangerous course; that it was committing itself to a
policy of giving away rights of sovereignty or of corre-
sponding economic priority in territories to which it had
no legitimate claim even in the then doubtful event of
victory. Italy’s participation upon the side of the Allies
seemed necessary for Allied success. And Italy fixed in
advance her price for the blood her soldiers were to shed
and the war debt she was to contract.
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In the spring of 1916 Russian troops had pushed for-
ward into the four northeastern provinces of Turkish
Armenia and were in military occupation of a large ter-
ritorial area. Fear aroused among her allies by this
Russian advance undoubtedly dictated the next step in
the series of negotiations which, with our own failure to
participate, made impossible the application of any mod-
ern or liberal policy in dealing with Turkey and rendered
impotent at the peace conferences all those forces which
worked for new and sounder methods of diplomatic treat-
ment in settling the problems of the Near East. In
May, 1916, it was secretly agreed that Russia was to
acquire in sovereignty the four Armenian vilayets of
Trebizond, Erzerum, Van, and Bitlis. British and French
negotiations, conducted at the same time, roughly defined
the respective areal acquisitions or spheres of these two
Powers by the ill-fated Sykes-Picot Treaty. Palestine,
as then stipulated, was to be constituted as a separate
state under a special international régime. This was un-
doubtedly a British demand, conditioned by the neces-
sity of protecting the Suez Canal and the narrow sea-
way it offered to India. Zionist agitation later altered
this decision. Established as a homeland for the Jews,
Palestine serves equally well the vital need of British
imperial policy for a protected seaway to her great
Eastern possession. Zionism gives to the Palestinian de-
cision an idealistic motivation which saves it from the
anachronistic baldness of nineteenth-century political con-
ception which characterizes the Near Eastern decisions
as a whole.

The Sykes-Picot Agreement defined the advantages
which were to accrue to the British Empire and France
out of the hoped-for dissolution of the Turkish Empire.
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The zone of French complete control gave to the leaders
of the Near Eastern policy of France what they primarily
desired, control over the potential cotton production of
Cilicia, over the middle section of the Bagdad railway,
and the reputed copper wealth of the Arghana Maden
mines of lower Armenia. In the Tripartite Agreement
between France, Great Britain, and Italy, which was
signed upon the same day as the Turkish treaty and is
essentially a part of it, this zone is actually delivered
over to France as a sphere of special interest. British
policy in the formulation of the Sykes-Picot Treaty
was dictated apparently by three considerations: by the
necessity of controlling the outlet of Mesopotamia into
the Persian Gulf as a danger-point in the defensive fron-
tier of India; by the need of raw cotton for the looms of
Manchester; and by the requirement of a sufficient sup-
ply of petroleum for the uses of the British navy. The
British sphere of control in Mesopotamia, as delimited in
the Sykes-Picot Treaty, may be defended as having some
sort of geographic and ethnic justification. The French
area defies every known law of geographic, ethnographic,
and linguistic umty which one might cite who would
attempt to justify it.

One feature of the Sxks-chot AgreemeRt, commends
itself as dictated by a more Tiberal spirit than the clauses
so far cited. The French and British, Russia later con-
curring, made provision for the establishment of an Arab
confederation in the Syrian desert, four sultanates which
were to be independent, though somewhat smothered,
perhaps, under the blanket of the French and British
spheres of influence which lay upon them. This, the
sole concession to the Arab movement for independence,
was brought about as follows: when Turkey entered the
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war the most vulnerable spots in the British Empire were
the Suez Canal and Egypt. German leadership under-
stood this fact.. ‘A plan was projected for a Turkish ad-
vance into Egypt. Djemal Pasha concentrated the fourth
Turkish army corps in Syria in the spring of 1915 for
this attack. The British, seeking for every aid in the
war, seized upon the movement for Arab independence.
Through the agency of a Syrian named Faroki, with the
assistance of Feisal, son of the Cherif of Mecca, and an
able young British archeologist named T. E. Lawrence,
they approached old Hussein Ibn Ali, the Cherif of
Mecca. For over a year the negotiations pended. The
old Cherif stood out for the complete and unified inde-
pendence of the Arab-speaking world in Turkey as then
constituted. It must be said in justice to British diplo-
macy that its agents used in these negotiations claim
that their correspondence shows no definite promise to
this end. But Cherif Hussein insisted that he would
expect consideration of this claim in the adjustment to be
made after a successful issue of the war. It is credibly
reported that in the consideration of this problem by the
Arabs before Hussein at Mecca, one of the sheiks asked
him whether he were not becoming involved in very large
affairs. The response was quite Oriental, worthy of a
hero of Scheherazade and the “Tales of the Thousand
and One Nights”: “I am the fish that swims in the sea.
The greater the sea the fatter the fish.”

The entrance of the Hedjaz into the war, in revolt
against Turkey, was precipitated by the senseless cruelty
of Djemal Pasha in Syria. He hung the most honored
leaders in Syria, on proof of academic rather than dan-
gerous plotting. He starved the Lebanese, 200,000 of
them, it is said, in their beautiful mountains, by drawing
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a cordon about the base of the mountains and allowing
no food to go up. The secret and really dangerous revo-
Iutionary societies represented in the heart of his own
armies remained unsuspected by him. The pressure
brought upon the Cherif of Mecca in his position as the
most distinguished leader of the Arab world became too
great to resist. In 1916 he declared the revolt of the
Hedjaz from Turkey. The Arab camel corps led by his
son, Emir Feisal, with Colonel T. E. Lawrence as liaison
officer between the Arab forces and those of General
Allenby, rendered distinguished service in the campaigns
in Palestine in 1917 and 1918.

Late in the year 1916, at a meeting held at Saint Jean
de Maurienne in the southeastern corner of France,
Italy obtained a definition of her prospective territorial
acquisition and her sphere of influence in Asia Minor,
which had been left undefined in the London Pact of
1915. The territory to be acquired outright included the
entire southwestern corner of Asia Minor, as far north
as Smyrna. To the north of this a large zone of Italian
special influence was delimited, the “equivalent” of the
similar zones of Great Britain and France in the Syrian
desert. A final clause of this Agreement of Saint Jean
de Maurienne provided that the consent of Russia must
be obtained. Before this could be done, the old govern-
ment of Russia was overthrown and Russia’s signature
was never given.

This is the complicated tale of the secret agreements.
A change was made in regard to Palestine, when the
British Government published the Balfour declaration of
November, 1917, granting to the insistent Zionists the
privilege that Palestine should be set aside as the home-
land of the Jews. This was an open covenant, published
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to the world and fought for in the open. It received
official and public recognition from the French and
Italian Governments. President Wilson declared his ad-
herence to it, and many of our State legislatures passed
resolutions urging the national government to support it.

One more secret understanding and I am through with
all the Iist of these follies of secrecy and blind self-inter-
est. When Venizelos brought Greece into the war on
the Allied side he was able to obtain a promise, never
written or published, so far as I know, that western
or Bulgarian Thrace would be granted to Greece by the
peace decision.

Two events of 1918 introduced new complications into
the Near Eastern situation, already so distorted between
two incompatibilities, the desire of certain of the non-
Turkish elements of the empire for freedom, and the
secret covenants. These new complications were: the
defection of Russia and its consequent elimination as a
participant in the political thanksgiving which the secret
agreements contemplated; and the clear formulation of
the American attitude toward the principles of the peace
as first expressed in the Fourteen Points of President
Wilson on January 8, 1918. The doctrine of “open cov-
enants openly arrived at” was, unfortunately, not so
stated as to be retroactive and thereby eliminate the
existing secret agreements of our Allies. The whole
spirit of President Wilson’s speech was, however, in
direct contrast to the traditionalized diplomacy which
gave rise to the Near Eastern agreements. It empha-
sized the right of all peoples, strong or weak, to live on
equal terms of liberty. Only the practised sophistry of
old-line diplomacy could maintain unimpaired either the
spirit or the substance of these secret agreements after
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the Fourteen Points had been accepted in the armistice
terms as the basis of the formulation of the peace terms.
In respect to Turkey, Article 12 of the Fourteen Points
specifically provided that “the Turkish portions of the
Ottoman Empire should be assured a secure sovereignty,”
that the non-Turkish portions should have the right of
autonomous development, and that the narrows leading
into the Black Sea should be permanently open under
some international arrangement. Liberal British states-
men saw clearly the impassable gulf between this declara-
tion and the secret agreements. They urged their gov-
ernment to take up with the United States the whole
question of the basis of the peace terms, and arrive at
some agreement as to general method and purpose, as
well as to specific and detailed terms. The failure to do
this vitiated the whole course of the negotiations at Paris
regarding Turkey, blocked every effort at a common un-
derstanding, and made the Turkish treaty as it stands
to-day an anachronism and a by-word to all the peoples
most vitally concerned, except the Venezelist Greeks.
When the Peace Conference assembled, the Sazonof-
Paleologue Agreement lay buried in the ruins of Russia.
Constantinople and the four Armenian vilayets had lost
their secret tags. The President of the United States sat
in the chair which Sazonof or Isvolsky had expected to
occupy. It was a natural thing for men to assume that
the United States would replace Russia in the political
settlement of the Turkish problems as she had in the war,
by accepting, under provisions entirely adjustable to our
own ideals of international fair play, the territorial as-
signments which the Russian collapse had left vacant.
The Armenians desired this with all their hearts. Liberal
British and French opinion urged upon our delegation the
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necessity of American acceptance of a mandate over
Armenia. I was one who shared their opinion, and I
still shareit. However strongly President Wilson favored
this plan I never heard any man say that either he, or
any one of his colleagues on the American Peace Com-
mission, made any promise which would tend to pre-
empt the constitutional right of the American people to
answer this question through their representatives in
Congress.

At the Peace Conference the principal delegations from
the Near East present throughout the protracted period
of the peace negotiations were: the Greek, headed by
Venizelos, shrewd, tireless, and innocent-looking; the
Arab delegation, headed by Emir Feisal, a sincere young
man, and a stately and attractive figure in his Arab head-
dress and flowing robes; the Zionist delegation, led by
Doctor Chaim Weizmann, with assistance from a number
of able American and British representatives; two dele-
gations of Armenians, that of Turkish Armenia, directed
by the strange figure of Nubar Pasha, a wealthy Egyptian
landowner, and that of the former subjects of Russian
Armenia, under the leadership of a distinguished poet
and novelist, Avetis Aharonian. There came, also, other
committees whose stay was temporary. These had been
sent to represent certain more localized phases of the sepa-
ratistic tendencies aroused amid the ruins of the Ottoman
Empire by the new political evangel of self-determination.
Among them were the delegates of the Smyrna Greeks,
demanding reunion with the mother country; of the Pon-
tic Greeks headed by the archbishop of Trebizond, with
the same Irredentist dream, or failing that, with a demand
for localized independence as a Pontic Republic. The
Kurds were there, claiming rights of independent state-
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hood over an area which covered a large portion of the
territory claimed by the Armenians of Turkey. The dis-
integrated expanse of old Russia has since the armistice
been welded together again into a fairly cohesive mass
in the fires of the new Bolshevist fanaticism. But during
the first year of the Peace Conference it lay in broken
pieces. In the Transcaucasian region of Russia, also, the
doctrine of self-determination wrought its own compli-
cated local problems. The Georgians and Azerbaijan
Tartars presented claims to independent statehood which
overlapped, each upon the other, territorially; and both
delegations claimed, as their own, areas within the north-
ern and eastern limits of the state outlined on the maps
of the Armenians as the minimum of the Armenian terri-
torial area. As a side-line the Georgians had interesting
business proposals in manganese. The Azerbaijan Tar-
tars talked big money in oil, especially in the Groszny oil
regions. '

The conflict of local native desires in the Arab regions
was no less sharp. The French interest in Syria, already
formulated in the provisions of the Sykes-Picot Treaty,
runs back for centuries. As distinguished from their de-
sire to control Cilicia and central Anatolia, the French at-
titude toward Syria cannot be regarded as bald commer-
cial mperialism. For sixty years the French Govern-
ment has regarded itself, and with some justification in
actual accomplishment, as the privileged protector of the
Maronite Christians. Syrians resident in France who
were French citizens by adoption, presented to the Peace
Conference the demand for a French mandate as that of a
majority of the native Syrians. A Syrian by birth, named
Chukri Ganem, who writes poetry in the French language
and is a French citizen, spoke long and in eloquent periods
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before the Council of Ten for French control. He told
how ‘““we have shed our blood”” in Syria for this ideal of
a unified Syria, including Palestine, under the French
gis. When one knew that he had not seen Syria for
well over twenty years, that he was a propagandist upon
the French pay-roll, and saw that despite the terrible
bloodletting of which he spoke, he seemed, for a poet, to
be in quite normal health, his eloquence failed markedly
of its effect. From Beirut the French imported (ex-
penses paid) a committee of five Lebanese who also spoke
for French guidance. The wishes of these Syrian groups
conflicted with the claims of Emir Feisal, representing
the hope of complete independence of the entire Arab-
speaking section of Turkey as a unit (expenses in Paris
paid by the British Government). The Zionist move-
ment, for separation of Palestine and a special régime to
insure the establishment of the Jewish homeland, was
bitterly opposed by the Syrian protégés of France, less
markedly and with vacillating policy by the Arab group
of Feisal.

Behind all these conflicting local hatreds and ambitions,
more confused and complicated, in fact, than they can
possibly be presented here, lay always the secret agree-
ments. These treaties were the handiwork of the old-
style diplomatic craftsmanship of European officialdom.
Sanctified by the signatures of the Governments con-
cerned, they remained in the background, adaptable as to
form, immutable in their spirit, working inevitably, like
Até in a Greek tragedy, to the destined end of the Treaty
of Sévres and the Tripartite Agreement of August 10,
1920. From behind it all came the sound of children’s
and women’s voices crying for bread. American relief
workers began to drift in and tell about the conditions in
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Armenia. The younger men always spoke passionately:
“Why do the American people permit this? Why do
you, who are sitting at Paris, not do something?’” The
middle-aged men spoke more quietly, as if their hearts
were old and their sympathies shrivelled. They were
much the more terrible to listen to.

The first of the Near Eastern claimants to appear at a
hearing before the Council of Ten was the persistent and
astute Greek premier, Eleutherios Venizelos. On Feb-
ruary 3 and 4 of 1919 he presented the claims of Greece.
He was the favored of France and Great Britain. In
fluent French, and with an engaging appearance of frank-
ness, he laid claim to southern Albania, Bulgarian and
eastern Thrace, and the western coast of Asia Minor.
One must recall that his claims could not be answered by
two of the parties most interested and most directly af-
fected by his patriotic dreams of a Greater Greece. Bul-
garia and Turkey, as enemy Powers, were not represented
at the Peace Conference. But in the Italian delegation
his aspirations found bitter and persistent opposition.
In the Pact of London western Asia Minor south of
Smyma had been ear-marked for Italy. By the Saint
Jean de Maurienne Agreement a large section of the coast
of Asia Minor lying northof Smyrna had been set off as
a sphere of Italian influence. Despite skilful and tact-
ful compliments which Venizelos paid to Italy in the
course of his appearance before the Council of Ten, despite
the ponderous return compliments of the Italian premier,
Orlando, the conflict of interest between Greece and Italy
was one not readily to be adjusted.

The Greek claims were then referred to a special com-
mission of representatives of the four Powers for con-
sideration and report to the Council of Four. The gen-
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eral disposition of this Greek territorial commission was
to grant to Venizelos, who was consistently supported by
French and British professional diplomacy, as great a
measure of his Pan-Hellenic claims as could be done.
Italy was consistently opposed to all his claims, because
of her own political and commercial aspirations in the
eastern Mediterranean. The American official attitude
at that time was dictated by a desire to call the secret
treaties into the open and register its unalterable oppo-
sition to any recognition of these as determining factors
in the decisions to be made. It was indisposed to grant
the Venizelist-Greek claim to any territorial control in
Asia Minor. The reason for this attitude lay in the
conviction that complete control of Smyrna was an
absolute essential to the possibility of development of
the six or seven million people of Asia Minor whom we
call Turks. Smyrna, or some harbor in its immediate
vicinity, has been the one great outlet for the goods of
this entire region in all the period since history has
knowledge of its life. Through Smyrna, not through
Constantinople, Anatolia pours out its goods which the
western world desires. In return for these goods Ana-
tolia may take in through Smyrna harbor western prod-
ucts and ideas which it sorely needs, modern farm imple-
ments, modern ideas of scientific agriculture and indus-
try. Only through this means can the peasant of
Asia Minor, whom we so harshly condemn as “the Terri-
ble Turk,” become an acceptable citizen of the modern
world. To this end Smyrna and its harbor are the eyes,
the mouth, and the nostrils of the people of Anatolia.
It is the consensus of opinion of American missionaries,
who know him through and through, of American, British,
and French archeologists who have worked for years
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beside and with him, of British merchants who have
traded with him, of British soldiers who fought against
him, that the Anatolian Turk is as honest as any other
people of the Near East, that he is a hard-working farmer,
a brave and generous fighter, endowed fundamentally
with chivalrous instincts. That these characteristics and
instincts have been distorted by the brutalizing effects of
Ottoman rule is self-evident, just as Ottoman rule once
brutalized the Balkan peoples, and continues to brutalize
the Armenians. Of all these peoples the Anatolian peas-
ants have suffered the most. They have been conscripted
for fifty years to fight the battles of a government whose
corruption has been a stench in the nostrils of the world.
They have been scraped to the bone for taxes to pay for
the Sultan’s wars. The Young Turk leaders, who were,
be it remembered, largely from European Turkey, Mos-
Iemized and Turkized Jews and Thracians, robbed them
blind, themselves becoming rich and mighty. They de-
livered the Turkish peasants to the tender mercies of
Prussian drill-masters, who beat them into shape as sol-
diers. These soldiers starved or died of disease, chiefly
cholera, typhus, and dysentery, literally by the thou-
sand, while the wheat their people raised was shipped to
Germany.

It was the American belief that the crux in the ques-
tion of the future welfare of the Near East lay in giving,
for once in history, a chance to this peasantry of Asia
Minor. The great majority of all westerners interested
in and acquainted with the Near East—missionaries, the
British Freshfield and Wital merchant organizations, the
American tobacco interests—were opposed to granting
Smymna to Greece. Yet it was eventually done, though
in compromised form.
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In the Greek territorial commission it was impossible
to bring the question of the secret agreements into open
discussion. Only once, when the Italian delegates spoke
of the promises made to them in the Saint Jean de Mauri-
enne Agreement, it became apparent that Great Britain
certainly, France by its silence, refused to countenance
‘that understanding as a binding contract, on the specious
plea that one of the parties which should have been signa-
tory to the agreement, Russia, had not signed. The
Italian delegates thereupon withdrew from participation
in the discussions of the Greek territorial commission
and the subsequent recommendations, though they re-
mained as silent observers throughout the following
meetings. The futile result of the report was, on the
whole, a victory for Venizelos. He had gained a favor-
able recommendation of three elements of the commis-
. sion regarding southern Albania and the Thracian coast
of the Lgean Sea. The French and British delegates
recommended the Greek claim to Smyrna and an area
about it much reduced from Venizelos’s demand. The
American delegates opposed the Greek desire for sov-
ereignty in any part of Asia Minor.

When Premier Orlando broke with President Wilson
upon the Fiume issue and left Paris, the astute Venizelos
mmmediately pushed forward his Smyrna claim. He was
able to gain the support of the American leaders at the
Peace Conference, in the face of the contrary American
stand as represented upon the Greek territorial commis-
sion. Under a secrecy which kept knowledge of this
decision absolutely from the office of the American ad-
visers upon Turkish affairs, he gained permission to
occupy Smyrna with Greek troops. This was done on
the morning of May 15, 1919, in open daylight, though
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the Turkish local authorities were assured repeatedly
that it would be an occupation by Allied troops, including
Greeks. Upon May 15 and 16 Greek troops and civilians
massacred between 400 and 800 Turks in the city and
its environs. In the next two weeks the killing of Turks,
with all the horrible accompaniments of Near Eastern
massacres, spread through the countryside roundabout
as the Greek troops advanced. It is a moderate estimate
to say that over 2,000 Turks—men, women, and chil-
dren—were done to death unnecessarily by this decision
of the War Council and the Council of Four.

It is a tribute to the skill of Venizelos that he couid
still ride high upon the wave of his astounding reputa-
tion, despite this terrible indictment of the discipline
and self-control of the Greek army. Venizelos was per-
haps only remotely responsible. The Greek officers ap-
pointed under his dictation surely were directly so. I
early July Venizelos was warned by the Supreme Counci
that his troops were advancing beyond the limits se
by them. He explained and made promises, and sent
within forty-eight hours a telegram to the Greek com-
mand for a still farther advance.

Knowledge of the Smyrna incident is necessary to an
understanding of the elements which have made the
Turkish negotiations at Paris and London and their re-
sults, embodied in the Treaty of Sévres, entirely ineffec-
tive, especially in respect to their provisions for Armenian
independence. For Armenia has been betrayed by the
civilized world and thrown upon the tender mercies of
Bolshevist Russia and the Turkish Nationalist forces.

News of the Smyrna massacres spread rapidly through-
out the Near East. It caused terror and suspicion of
the Allied intention, even in Syria. Great mass meetings
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of protest were held in Constantinople. Young Turk
leaders had already fled into Asia Minor and were then
attempting to organize, under the new name of the Tash-
kilat Milli, Turkish resistance to the disruption of the
empire. The empire had meant to many of them official
position, whether in the army or in civil service, which
was their means of subsistence, with limitless opportuni-
ties of graft. The massacres gave life and purpose to
their appeal to the Turkish peasantry, to defend them-
selves against other massacres which would surely befall
them when the Allied control should be established. It
helped, no doubt, in destroying the confidence of the
Allies in Venizelos, and in the possibility of a just rule
by the Greeks over the Turkish population of Asia
Minor. Venizelos continued to work tirelessly through
the fall of 1919 and the spring of 1920, but his diplomatic
skill could no longer meet the odds against him. In a
last desperate cast against fortune he made promises in
May of 1920 to defeat the forces of Mustapha Kemal
Pasha in Asia Minor. He threw in additional Greek
troops who advanced toward Constantinople and Ismid.
The Turks retreated before them, fighting guerilla war-
fare. In October of 1919 a Smyrna Greek confessed:
“Smyrna will be the tombstone over the reputation of
Venizelos.” And it has been so. In the Turkish treaty
the Supreme Allied Council altered its Smyrna policy.
The United States had no hand in this. Instead of the
complete Greek sovereignty over Smyrna which Veni-
zelos had hoped for—and almost had—the Treaty of
Sévres has made a five-year provisional arrangement.
The sovereignty is Turkish. The administration is in
Greek hands. After five years of this situation the pop-
ulation in the Smyrna district is to hold a plebiscite to
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determine whether it desires to be Turkish or to become
a part of Greece.

The costly and fruitless maintenance of Greek troops
i Asia Minor gradually wore out the support of Veni-
zelos at home. In the parliamentary elections held in
Greece on November 14, 1920, he was overwhelmingly de-
feated. Venizelos had ridden the crest of the wave of
world-wide popularity and confidence for seven years.
That wave has now thrown him, in self-imposed exile,
high and dry upon the beach at Nice. His dream of the
Zgean Sea as a Greek mare clausum is past.

At the Paris Conference Syrian affairs were also kept
from any early decision by the incompatible character of
the secret treaties and the Arab aspirations, war-time
diplomacy and the new doctrine of self-determination,
and the Iocal native hatreds based on religious groupings.
On November 9 of 1918 General Allenby had allowed an
official statement to be published in Palestine, commit-
ting both the French and British Governments to the
policy of assisting and encouraging the establishment of
native governments in Syria and Mesopotamia. These
native governments were to derive their authority from
the free will and initiative of the peoples concerned.
This solemn promise has not been kept. Emir Feisal
came to Paris demanding independence, under manda-
tory guidance, if necessary, for all the Arab portion of
Turkey, and that the Allied Supreme Council send out
an Interallied commission to find out what sort of gov-
ernment the Arabs really wanted. " He spoke before the
Council of Ten in the Arab tongue, recounting the aid
rendered to the Allied cause by the Arab camel corps.

There came also to Paris from Syria a great American,
Doctor Howard Bliss, demanding independently of Feisal
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that a commission of inquiry be sent into Syria. Oblivi-
ous of its results, he felt that the good faith of the West-
ern Powers was involved in the keeping of the promise
inherent in the Allenby declaration that the Arabs should
have a chance of making their wishes known. The word
of great Western Powers, he said, had been passed,
and their honor was involved. The conspicuous honesty
of Doctor Bliss, his tremendous influence for good in the
Near East, are deserving of a much greater recognmon
by Americans than they have received.

Out of these and many more conversations, out of
much diplomatic hauling and pulling, came the decision
of the Supreme Council to send a commission into Syria.
The French were opposed to this expedition. Never did
they intend that it should go, to judge by their obstruc-
tionist policy. Their official policy was to stand abso-
Iutely upon the terms of the Sykes-Picot Agreement.
After two months of futile conferences of all kinds Presi-
dent Wilson, in exasperation, determined to send out an
American commission to ascertain what the Syrians
really wanted. In early June the Crane-King commis-
sion departed for Syria, returning to Paris in September.
The results of its inquiries have never been made public,
and the reasons for suppression can only be surmised.
Rumor has it that the overwhelming sentiment of the
Syrian population desired an American mandate over all
of Syria. That being impossible, they preferred a British
to a French mandate.

In December of 1919 the United States Government
withdrew from active participation in the work of the
Peace Conference. This removed the chief deterrent to
the settlement of the Turkish problems, in the sense that
no force opposed to the secret treaties was any longer
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represented in the meetings of the Supreme Council.
From this time on the application of the secret terms
was assured. Seeing this, the followers of Emir Feisal
proclaimed Syria an independent state and Feisal its
king, at a meeting held at Damascus on March 11, 1920.
In anticipation of the assignment of Syria to France,
French colonial troops were already in occupation of the
Syrian coastal towns. “King” Feisal issued an ulti-
matum in March to the French commander that he must
withdraw his troops by a given date. Upon April 26,
1920, at the San Remo conference, the mandates were
assigned, Mesopotamia to the British Empire, Syria to
France, Palestine to the British Empire, under pro-
vision of the application of the Balfour Zionist declara-
tion. If we combine the mandatory assignments for
Syria and Mesopotamia with the Turkish treaty and
the Tripartite Agreement, it is patent that the secret
treaties have been clamped upon the Arab world, as also
upon the territory remaining to Turkey. The method
of control imposed upon the Arabs is called the mandate.
The character of this mandatory control has not yet
been made public. Nor do we know as yet of any pro-
vision whereby a time Iimit has been set upon the dura-
tion of the mandates.

The Arabs of Syria fought the French colonial troops
in desultory skirmishes for four months in 1920. The
end of all the threats of the Arabs that they would “throw
the French into the sea,” of all the dreams of immediate
Arab independence, was shockingly smmple. I quote
from General Gourand’s proclamation of July 25, 1920:
“Emir Feisal has ceased to rule. Emir Feisal has been
requested to leave the country with his family.” Feisal
is now in Switzerland. He made the impression of a
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lovable and high-minded personality, too little ruthless
to carry through to success against western diplomacy,
western desires for commercial privilege, and western
arms the wishes of the Arab people for real independence.

By the Paleologue-Sazonof Treaty Constantinople was
to go to Russia. This would have meant the elimination
of the Sultan from the city on the Golden Horn. This
result would have been a blessing for Turkey. It would
have deloused that state of thousands of useless and
venal officials and have put the ruler and his bureaucrats
within reach of the Anatolian Turks, whom they have
so long robbed and bled. In the first months of the
Paris Conference it was expected that the maintenance of
the Sultan in Constantinople, which gives a Byzantine
character to the Turkish state, would surely be done
away with. Then opposition developed on the British
side. Turbaned Moslems from India appeared before
the members of the Supreme Council, shepherded by
Mr. Montagu. They asserted that the 60,000,000 Mos-
lems of India protested against the ejection of the Sultan
as a degradation of the caliphate. Two considerations
made this alleged Moslem danger, in case of a changed
status of the old Turkish capital, less impressive than it
might. otherwise have been. The first was that the
British Government had not, in the secret treaty which
gave the city of Constantinople to Russia, regarded the
Indian Moslem danger as paramount. The second lay
in the obvious argument that this danger was strictly an
internal problem of the British Empire, and that the
question of the control of Constantinople must be set-
tled with a view to world welfare rather than from the
standpoint of the British India office and its difficulties.

Whatever may be the actual as opposed to the osten-

N .
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» sible reasons for the maintenance of the Turkish capital
at Constantinople, it is so provided in the Treaty of
Sévres. To insure freedom of navigation through the
Straits a commission of the Straits has been established,
which will be the real controlling power in the zone of
the Straits. Provision is made for representation of the
United States, whenever it desires to participate, for
Russia, when it becomes a member of the League of Na-
tions. As to Constantinople the Treaty of Sévres has
made no real decision. Matters are where they were a
half-century ago. International control means control
by that Power which is strongest upon the commission.
The policy of Russia will continue, as in the past, to look
toward complete control of the Straits, as even Soviet
Russia has already begun to do.

The efforts of the two Armenian delegations at Paris
were directed toward the ultimate end of establishing an
independent state, including the Armenians of Russian
Transcaucasus and the four northeastern vilayets of
Turkey, stretching southwestward so as to embrace a
part of Cilicia, and debouching upon the Mediterranean
Sea at the Bay of Alexandretta. Their immediate desire
was to obtain recognition of the Armenian Republic of
the Transcaucasus as a de facto government, so that they
might be in a position to obtain credits, money for food
for the 400,000 refugees assembled in Russian Armenia,
and for arms and ammunition with which they might
defend themselves against Moslem Tartar and Turkish
attacks and move the refugees back to their homes in
Turkish Armenia. But the Armenian mountains have
Iittle to offer in exchange for help, except a brave, indus-
trious, and broken people.

The Armenian desire for Cilicia conflicted with the ter-
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ritorial assignment to France by the Sykes-Picot Treaty.
Cilicia and central Anatolia, therefore, remain to Tur-
key in the Treaty of Sévres, and are designated as a
sphere of French interest in the Tripartite Agreement.
Again, the secret treaties had won in the diplomatic
field. But the attempt of the French to occupy Cilicia
has been frustrated by the Turkish Nationalist opposi-
tion. Bitterly disillusioned, the French press is demand-
ing that the entire Cilician adventure be abandoned.
By the Treaty of Sévres President Wilson was asked
to fix by arbitration the boundaries between Armenia
and the Turkish state. His competence was limited to
drawing these boundaries within the four vilayets of
Erzerum, Trebizond, Bitlis, and Van. In other words,
the territory which he could possibly assign to Armenia
approximates that formerly given to Russia by the
Paleologue-Sazonof Treaty. Here, too, the territorial
dispositions of the Treaty of Sévres are the offspring of
the secret treaties. Though the Turkish treaty declares
them to be free, in actuality the Armenians have been
betrayed by the western world. Lenine and Mustapha
Kemal have cracked the whip and they have sovietized.
Who of us dares look an Armenian in the face and up-

braid hm for this?



IX

THE PROTECTION OF MINORITIES AND NATIVES IN
TRANSFERRED TERRITORIES

BY MANLEY O. HUDSON

The gulf between German practices before the war
and the announced aims of the Allies during the war is
nowhere more notable than in dealing with subject peo-
ples. It was Prince Biilow’s defense of German policy
in Poland that “in the struggle between nationalities,
one nation is the hammer and the other the anvil; one is
the victor and the other the vanquished.” “It is a law
of life and development in history,” he said, ‘“that when
two national civilizations meet, they fight for ascen-
dancy.” It would probably be untrue to say that such a
conception of domination was ever prevalent throughout
Germany. But the notorious efforts at Prussianization
of the Poles before 1914, and the measures taken by the
Germans during the war to spread the German language
in occupied territories, undoubtedly did much to bring
German Kultur into such universal disrepute. The fail-
ure of the Germans to enlist the sympathies and the
ambitions of the mingled nationalities in eastern Europe
must be counted as one of the things that destroyed them.

When President Wilson proclaimed as running through
the whole programme of the Fourteen Points, ““the prin-
ciple of justice to all peoples and nationalities, and their
right to live on equal terms of liberty and safety with
one another, whether they be strong or weak,” the war
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became for millions of men in Allied countries as for
many thousands in enemy territory, a crusade for the
liberation of oppressed peoples. With the acceptance of
the President’s explanation as one of the conditions of
the German armistice, the Allied states were com-
mitted to a programme of territorial readjustment which
excited the most extravagant hopes in many peoples of
Europe. The fulfilment of such a programme gave the
Peace Conference two of its important functions: first, to
decide on the actual territorial changes which should be
made; and second, to take measures, after those terri-
torial changes were arranged, to protect the peoples and
nationalities concerned—to make sure, in other words,
that the peace did not mean for numerous discontented
groups the exchange of one bad master for another. I
shall attempt to explain the work of the Paris Conference
in this second field, and to describe the measures which it
formulated for protecting the racial, religious, and lin-
guistic minorities in Europe and the native peoples in
former German territories outside of Europe.

Obviously, self-determination as a practical measure
has very definite limits. In any territory where races
are mixed, where numerous languages are spoken, and
where different religions are practised, the fixing of a na-
tional boundary is beset with many difficulties. Any
boundary will almost surely mean that people of different
languages, different races, and different religions must
find 1t possible to live under the same political organiza-
tion. In th